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There remains something tn all of us of 
the childish beltef that there ts a world of 
groumups who know. There must be-because we, 
evidently don't know. Js ts very shocking 
then to suspect that the knowers do not extst 
at all. Everyone ts groptng around tn the 
dark, just as we are. 


Peter Berger 
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Introduction 
The Mission Education Project, Inc. (MEPI), began under the Model 
Cities program in San Francisco with the primary objectives of 
improving educational and employment conditions in the Mission 
district. Residents from the community were to participate in 
identification of problems, definition of objectives, and carry- 
ing out of solutions. To assume meaningful roles in improving 
their condition, residents were to be given direct access to the 
decisionmaking process, jobs to run programs, and general encour- 
agement to organize the community around the issues it faced. 
The benefits would be mutual: improved conditions for residents, 


increased coordination of neighborhood and city efforts; improved 
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capacity of local government to deal with citywide problems similar 


to those faced in the Mission Model Neighborhood Area (MMNA). 


The diverse cultural, linguistic, and ethnic characteristics of 
Mission residents are defined at the same time as creating a uniquely 
rich composition and complex problems with which the city must deal. 
The 1970 Census Summary indicates that the Mission population has a 
Significantly younger population, larger families, a higher unemploy- 
ment rate, less education, and lower income levels than San Francisco 
as a whole. Within the Mission, there are major differences between 
the non-Spanish-origin population and Spanish-origin residents, where 
manifestation of the district problems are greatly magnified. In 
addition, language and cultural differences of this group have created 
a feeling of isolation and even alienation from the City and its 


institutions. 


The trend in the last twenty years had been toward an increase in the 
Spanish-origin population, doubling in the decade from 1950 to 1960 

and again from 1960 to 1970. It can be expected, according to the 

1970 census summary, that there will be future growth of this population 
in the Mission and a continuing or increasing demand for the types of 


services needed now. 
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Educationally, the constant immigration and existing high percentage 

of Spanish-surnamed in Mission schools necessitates closer work and 

a deeper commitment to these children. Great demands are placed on 

the educational system of San Francisco by this neighborhood and the 
Citywide increase of minority pupiis, foi 60% in 1960 to 73% in 


1973, entering the school system. 


In the Inner Mission, schools are crowded and undergoing earthquake- 
procting over the next, five years. Compared to San»Francisco!s 
averages, Mission district public schools show lower student learning 
achievement, serious reading problems, higher dropout rates, lack 

of innovative teaching methods, lack of coordinated delivery systems, 
disproportionate teacher-pupil ethnic balance, and less parent parti- 


1 Assessment of these problems and possible improvement of 


cipation. 
methods has led Mission groups to set goals and strategies toward 

obtaining more relevant and effective educational services. Out of 
one such group came MEPI, conceived in 1970 as the Mission Education 


Projects (MEP), part of the Mission Admendment to San Francisco's 


First Action Year Comprehensive Development Plan (CDP). 


The Model Cities all-inclusive, wide-ranging Program was to allow 
unique experimental planning processes, management and coordination 
techniques, citizen participation, and implementation of a nationally 


supported, locally administered community development program. 


IMission Housing Development Corporation, "'A Plan for the Inner Mission," 
the Corporation, San Francisco, March 1974, p. 26 
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Individual Community Development Agencies (CDA's) were given block 
grants, which each city allowed to determine the program areas in 
which funds were to be spent, and which among them were to receive 
priority... It was, the first. program designed to consider simul- 
taneously both social and physical planning aspects and to relate 
them to each other in the interest of maximum effectiveness. The 
planning stage was an integral part of the ongoing program where 
one year's plan was implemented while the following year's plan 

was developed. With the ongoing cyclical process of implementation, 
monitoring, evaluation, and planning, each new year was to profit 


from the experiences and mistakes of the previous year. 


In concept the program was to achieve in a five-year period nothing 
less than a dramatic social, physical, and environmental reformation 
of deteriorating urban neighborhoods in six to eight cities. The 
political reality, however, meant that a larger number of cities 

would be chosen and ultimately the Model Cities Program was expanded 
to 150 cities, seriously diluting the impact that funds would have 

on each city and immeasurably increasing the responsibility and scope 
of the federal supervisory role. There were not enough funds to over- 
turn urban blight in even a small number of cities, let alone the 150 


to be Rddtee ccd sa 


2Washnis, George J., Community Development Strategies: Case studies 


ss 


of Major Model Cities, Praeger, New York, 1974, p. 5 
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In spite of the inherent contradictions between the program concept 
and practicalities, many projects made possible by Model Cities 
funds have succeeded in effecting change in both the processes and 
products of dealing with urban problems. This evaluation of the 
Mission Education Project, Inc., has shown it to have developed an 
effective administration and produced significant institutional, 
participant, and neighborhood impacts. There remain problems to 

be worked out to insure the future financial security and continued 
progress of this project, toward which recommendations of the eval- 
uation wili be made, yet considering the magnitude of the problems 
faced, beginning with the needs of the neighborhood, given the 
realities and limitations of the Model Cities Program and external 
forces acting on both the program and the project, it has shown a 
remarkable survival instinct, adaptability, and overall effective- 


ness. 
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Purpose of Evaluation 
Emphasizing the innovative and "demonstration" nature of the Model 
Cities legislation, the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) has required local CDA's to evaluate the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the projects under their administration. These 


evaluations will theoretically be used to facilitate program decision- 


making at the federal and local levels. In addition to satisfying 


the HUD requirements and the individual CDA need for current, 
accurate information on the state of its projects, the purpose of 
the present evaluation of the Mission Education Project, Inc. is 


to supply meaningful and documented feedback to the project itself. 
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As the continuation of the project without Model Cities funds is 

of prime importance to CDA, this feedback centers on both the 
project? s eltort (process evaluation) and its impact on the target 
populations (product evaluation). By assessing the project's 
strengths and weaknesses, it is hoped that the evaluation can max- 
imize the project's capability to adapt to the everchanging federal 
and local climate. For instance, the evaluation may clarify the 
range of administrative responsibilities to the project director; 
moreover, the evaluation may help the director in securing alter- 
nate funding both by pointing out those areas of the administration 
which need tightening and by documenting the project's impact on the 
needs of the community. It is the hope of the San Francisco CDA, 
therefore, that MEPI will use the findings and recommendations con- 


tained in this report to further develop this ability to survive.> 


Scope of Evaluation 


The scope of the evaluation of the MEPI is as‘ comprehensive as 
time considerations and data sources would permit. Because 

community projects are generally vulnerable to external forces 
on decisionmaking, the report considers the effects on MEPI of 
pertinent federal, state, and local decisions in order to more 


clearly understand the context in which the project has operated. 


For a description of citizen input into the final evaluation 
Feport., sce Frigure:l.. 
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The body of the evaluation is primarily concerned with the project's 


process and product .4 


in, thesevaluationslaterature,; process: generally 
refers to the way in which a project is administered, while product 
nefers to its Secoanis Ennehee or impact upon the target populations. 
Following the framework of the Chicago Model Cities Program,” the 
present evaluation further subdivides product into institutional, 
participant, and neighborhood impact, while examining both the MEPI 
central staff administration and the various component administrations 
(Tutorial, Cultural and Equipment Center, Workstudy, Career Opportun- 
ities Program) under process. Although useful as a basic framework in 
this evaluation, it is important to remember that the distinction 
between process and product is often arbitrary, especially in the Model 


Cities Program. This is largely because "one of the Model Cities pro- 


ducts has been to improve sovernment process. '"6 


The evaluation assessed the project's impact using the revised project 
analysis, attached to the project contract. Although the report is 
concerned with the project since its inception in 1971, the report 
focuses intensively on the spring semester 1975 in response to the 


available data. 


‘For further discussion of process and product, see Figure 2. 


S0ffice of the Mayor, Chicago Model Cities Program, ''Chicago Model . 
Cities Program: An Evaluation of Selected Projects," the Progran, 
Chicago, February,1971, p. 2 


6Washins, George J,, Community Development Strategies, p. 12 
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External Forces on Program 


External Forces on Project 


PGURE 2: 


Neighborhood Conditions (needs and problems) 


1. Socio-economic conditions 
2. Resident attitudes 
3. Citizen involvement 


Program Process (manner in which program is admin- 
istered and carried out) 


How program is organized, staffed, and managed 
Degree of citizen participation in its planning 
and operation 

The level of neighborhood resident employment in 
its execution 


Mir 


Project Process (manner in which project is admin- 
istered or carried out) 


1. Organization, staffing and management 

2. Citizen participation in planning and operations 

3. Level of neighborhood resident employment in its 
execution 


oT: 
wy 
ie 


Project Product (Output or impact it has on target 
population) 


1. Institutional Change - ongoing agency operations; | 
staff participant impact 

2. Participant Change - service recipient impact; 
resident employee impact 

3. Neighborhood Impact - Social, economic and envi- 
ronmental conditions; resident attitudes; 


citizen involvement 


Ol 
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Methodology 
The data sources used in the MEPI evaluation report are presented in 
Table 1. Specifically, these sources fall under the following cate- 
gories: 

Project Documents and Records 

CDA Information and Records 

enaieoe (SFUSD) Performance Records 

Participant Records, Interviews, and Questionnaires 

On-Site Observation at Schools 


Other Data Sources 


Despite the fact that such Model Cities projects as MEPI function in 
the highly complex, open-system type of environments that seemingly 
defy all attempts at controlled study, it has been the practice of 
the CDA Evaluation Unit to follow scientific procedures as closely 
and consistently as has been feasible. Realistically, the procedures 
followed in the present evaluation are an approximation of scientific 


method, as no experimental designs could be implemented. 


The procedures most consistently used were random sampling of target 
populations using interviews and standardized questionnaires, on-site 
observation (by the evaluation team to maximize interobserver 
reliability), and nonstatistical analysis of trends in descriptive 


statistics from the sponsoring agency, the San Francisco Unified 
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Evaluation, 
Type 


Ss SS sss ss SSS 


Project 
Adminis- 
tration 


Institu- 
tional 
Impact 


Participant 
Impact. 


Neighborhood ~ 


Impact 


Project 
Documents 
& Reports 


Project 
Contract 


Board 
By-laws 


Resident 
Employment 
& Training 
Report 


Director's: 
Narrative - 


Cost 
Control 
Statement 


Audit 
Report — 


Resident 
Employment 
& Training 
Report 


ASS = SOE 


CDA Info. 
& Records 


First 
Level 
Reports 


Second 
Level 
Reports 


Quarterly 
City & 
HUD 
Reports 


City 
Progress 
Reports 


Year End 
Reports 


Quarterly 
Assessment 


TABLE 1 


: DATA SCURCES 


EVALUATION DATA SOURCE 


Sponsor 
Performance 
Records 


SFUSD Board 
of Education 
Statistics 


Standardized 
Test Reports 


Financial 
Statistical 
Data 


Ciass Size 
Averages 


Racial 
Estimates 
of Pupils 


SFUSD 
Paraprofes- 
sionals 


Inservice 
Training 


Tutor 
Employment 
Records 


SFUSD Board 
of Education 
Statistics ~ 


SFUSD Board 
of Education 
Statistics 


MODEL CITIES 


SFUSD, MEPI 
Staff & 
Community 
Organization 
Questionnaire 


SFUSD 
Principal 
Questionnaire 


SFUSD Teacher 
Questionnaire 


CDA 
Administration 
Interviews 


MEPI Board 
Questionnaires 


Project Staff 
Questionnaires 


Cultural 
Equipment 
Questionnaires 
(Schools & 
Organizations) 


SFUSD Principal 
Questionnaire 


SFUSD Teacher 
Questionnaire 


MEPI Board 
Questionnaire 


Project Staff 
Questionnaire 


Cultural 
Equipment 
Questionnaire 
(Schools) 


SFUSD Teacher 
Questionnaire 


Cultural 
Equipment 
Questionnaire 
(Schools & 
Organizations) 


MEPT Board 
Questionnaire 


Cultural 
Equipment 
Questionnaire 


(Organizations) 


~ Participant 


Records & 
Questionnaire 


Paraprofessional 
Staff Question- 


naires 


Workstudy 
Questionnaires 


COP 
Questionnaires 


Liaison Site 
Output Records 


Paraprofessional 


Sia ti 


Questionnaires 


Parent 
Questionnaires 


Paraprofessionals 


Statf 
Questionnaires 


Works tudy 
Questionnaires 


Parent 
Questionnaires 
Parent 


Questionnaires 
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Site 
Visits 


School 
Site 
Visits 


Other Data 
Sources 


A Plan for the 
Inner Missicn- 


* MHDC 


4ission Model 
Cities by MMAC 


Joint MCO/Ster-- 


University 
Comnunity 


Mission 1970 


Census Popula=- 


& Housing 
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Population 


Characteristics 


at 


| . oo =_ ea 7% 


of ney 


Pg 


Sse * Fic 


Bas 


15 


School Distict (SFUSD). Particular notice was paid to the identification 
of confounding variables and sourses of sampling bias interpreting the 


data presented. 


Most of the limitations in method in the MEPI report are familiar to 
anyone who has ever conducted a study outside of the laboratory setting— 
that-<1s, there was no random screening of project participants into | 
"treatment" and "control" groups, there were no baseline data available. 
on the students involved in the tutorial component, nor was any pre- 

and eet srane done to measure changes in achievement; moreover, 

there was no operational definition or criteria of effect formulated to 
begin with, with regard to student impact. And, as is the case with 
most evaluations of educational projects, long-term results are 
impossible to estimate. These primary limitations were aggravated by 


Yi 


the biasing of several samples,’ and the inavailability, lack of 


continuity, or nonreliability of other relevant data sources. 


"This will be discussed further in Specific sections. 
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This evaluation views the history of MEPI as a series of cycles of the 
decision process, where time frames correspond with each San Francisco 
Model’ Cities Program period, beginning with initial planning and pre- 
paration for the Mission Amendment to the First Action Year CDP in 
1970 and continuing through the Extended Amendment period to June 30, 
1975. Each cycle consists of a generalized hierarchical structure 
with neighborhood conditions at the top followed by program process, 
project process, and project products (Figure 2, Generalized Project 
Context). Assessment of neighborhood conditions, problems and needs 


leads to the formation of Model Cities Program objectives, from which 


MODEL CITIES ————— EVALUATION 4376 


14 


— 
i@ 


iy i mis ‘1 (Raeeey 6 VELsus ant waite 
ets wean) 1 EA Pal oe TO) Nhs vo 4 


7 
iets ineh> belthaGid! ep Laque MA HET Smp Am | 


Beans | atpieg, aw 4t0laner vives eas eee 
io) 
it a md BAGS apres pnreninds ae ESL 
poiom ey vowed sees, 

; se aK ete 
aoe ' Kade Ye: 

- ie y 

ai ye 


15 


more specific MEPI project objectives are developed. The definition 
and Pp ene ean of program and project processes results in pro- 
ject products or impacts which feed back into slightly altered neigh- 
borhood conditions forming the base for the succeeding cycle. 

On this traditional structure of assessment of conditions or needs, 
formation and implementation of processes, and resultant products, 
external parece or decisions have been superimposed that dilute pro- 
gram and project decisional autonomy.® Like all models, this one 
serves to isolate major components of the decisionmaking phenomena 
investigated and suggests their sequence or connection (see Figure 3). 
Though complex, this perspective of the history is particularly 
necessary for the disentanglement and understanding of the operational 
and impact problems of a community project. Particularly in the Model 
Cities Program and-at the MEPT project, level as well, the effects OF 
external decisions such as drastic federal reductions in funding, 
federal policy changes shifting from categorical grants to general and 
special revenue sharing, and a state order to desegregate San Francisco 
schools have greatly affected realization of anticipated processes and 


products. 


Swirt, Frederick M., Power in the City: Decision Making in San Francisco, 


University of California Press, Berkeley, 1974, p. 358 
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TIME FRAME 
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Conditions 


External Forces, %&,!} Program 


On Program Process 


External FOYCES pes Project 
On Project ; Process 


Project 


Product 


TIME 


External Forces 
On Program 
ae 


External Forces 
On Project 


FIGURE 3: CYCLES OF! PROJECT DECISIONMAKING 
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_ Mission Amendment to the First Action Year CDP, 11/70 to 4/71 

During the initial planning period, in preparation for the Mission 
amendment to the First Action Year CDP, neighborhood and resident 
needs were assessed utilizing Census data, SFUSD Board of Education 
statistics, and community studies. In addition to the general 
community and student characteristics described in the introduction, 
community studies revealed a number of other areas of concern (see 
Figure 4). The 10 elementary schools serving the Mission were 
suffering from physical as well as programmatic problems. Only 5 

of the 10 schools were in compliance with Field Act regulations 
establishing safe structural standards in the event of an earthquake, 
and most schools were badly in need of repair. Overenrollment 
necessitated busing 15% of Mission students to other parts of the city. 
Yet, in spite of this action by SFUSD, Mission schools remained over- 
crowded, understaffed, and ill-equipped in comparison with other 
schools in San Francisco. A projection in the 1970 Mission Master Plan 
by the school district indicated that the Mission would be the only 
area of the city where significant school enrollment increases would 


continue, thus existing problems could be expected to worsen. 


Compounding these conditions, community studies revealed: a lack of 
community organization around issues, lack of positive community com- 
munications with institutions and the City, and limited opportunities 


for the unemployed and underemployed. 
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FIGURE 4: MISSION AMENDMENT TO FIRST ACTION YEAR CDP, 11/70 — 4/71 


1970 Census shows Mission population is younger, families : 
larger, unemployment higher, and education/income levels t 
lower than overall S.F. Same statistics worse for Spanish- ee 
origin 44.6% of Mission population. oh 


(2) Students bused from Mission elementary schools due to 
overcrowding, neglected plant, earthquake structural criteria ‘t 


(Field Act). : C< 
(3) SFUSD inability to meet Mission ene Waren needs shows in low Ks 
achievement levels and high absentee/dropout rates. nie 


(4) Studies of Mission show: den 
(1) No organization around issues D2 
(2) No positive liaison with S.F. and other = 
pertinent institutions ca 
(3) Limited opportunities for under- and unemployed oh 
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©7/9/71\: Judge S. Weigel rules SFUSD repairs and purchase of portable rooms, additional class oy 
de facto segregated. space, plans for compliance with Field Act (5) Develop trust a 
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elementary school pupils difficult program areas (5) o 
@HUD disapproves planned MEPI objectives, B. Quality Education Project to begin 11/71 2. 
blocks funding (1} Initiate cooperative planning between Mission and schools &. 
©MCO Education Committee officially (2) Explore use of paraprofessionals, muiti-lingual curricula 
involved in design of new MEPI plan.. GMat's, and diagnostic and compensatory programs. (3) From 3 
@SFUSD develops interest in assessing planning process, develop new curricula and workgroups. ag 
needs of specific groups of pupils. (4) Improve assessment of childrens' needs. (5) Change apet 
resident perception of and access to SFUSD. (6) Develop © 
childcare plans. & 
@©Plan developed by CDA and MMNC over 8-month period. 
‘Mission Amendment and MEPI plan approved by ee Alioto 
and S.F. Board of Supervisors. oO 
a 
G 
GS 
2. 
m 
Mme 


prajec 


vl aaa? Tie wis) Var’ Lan 


jase. Fit 
ad — 


Perk iat - Bay helene Ne? pas . 


3 
i 
= 


=| 
' 


i et QMS ORI!) 
I a al 


Cee 


a — — 


19 


These were the main concerns to which the Mission Model Neighborhood 
Corporation (MMNC), the Model Cities citizen participation unit for 
the Mission, and the San Francisco CDA addressed their strategies. 
At the programmatic level, CDA, funded by Model Cities supplementary 
funds, was well underway in assisting Bayview-Hunters Point, San 
Francisco's other Model Neighborhood Area, when the Mission District 
became a potential site for Model Cities (see Figures 5 and 6). CDA, 
with active resident participation from the MMNC and input from the 
Superintendent of San Francisco schools, conducted the planning 
process: for en ea over a five-month period and produced the 
Mission Admendment in April 1971. Although the planning process was 
speeded up due to HUD requirements, it seemed to provide a solid 
base for future efforts in the Mission District. 

MMNC, set up at the beginning of the planning phase November 1970, 
was a private nonprofit corporation designed to assure that resi- 
dent needs and views would be reflected in all aspects of the Model 
Cities Program. Its board of directors consists of 2] members 
appointed by the Mayor: 14 from a list submitted by the Mission 
Coalition Organization (MCO), and 7 from names submitted by the 
community at large. The board made operational and policy recon- 
mendations to CDA and the Model Cities Council, a mediating body 
between the Seba The board's decisions were based 


primarily on information provided by Task Forces, which are working 
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MAP 
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FIGURE 5: SAN FRANCISCO MODEL NEIGHBORHOOD AREAS 
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arms of the corporation composed entirely of MMNA residents. MMNC, 
in ane basic structure, remained an important planning, imple- 
mentation, monitoring, and evaluation body, particularly for the 
education projects, until 1974 when it was defunded and integrated 


with CDA (see Figure 7). 


The program objectives defined in the Amendment were to: organ- 
ize residents and assist them in developing technical capabilities 
to understand and lever needed changes in institutions affecting 
the Rei naman eaeenee between residents and institutions 
joint planning and funding efforts leading to cooperative positive 
action, increase confidence of Mission residents in institutions 
and the city by concentrating on such high visibility achievements 
as school repairs and putting an end to busing, develop echaois as 
community resources, develop multicultural, multilingual, curric- 
ula and materials, develop innovative educational programs to meet 
the needs of MMNA residents and improve students! low educational 


achievement levels. 


Out of the program objectives came the more specific project objectives. 


They were to have a dual thrust beginning in August 1971 with an 
Elementary School Physical Improvements Project dealing with 
minor repairs of facilities and purchase of equipment ($2,000 
per aa) major repairs, i.e., earthquake proofing, and pur- 


chase of portable rooms. This component was also to act as a 
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catalyst for a Quality Education Project, by developing mutual 
confidence between schools and the community, a necessary pre- 
condition to moving into more difficult programmatic areas. It 
was to begin in November 1971 with the following objectives: 
initiate a cooperative planning process in the Mission community; 
explore the use of paraprofessionals, multilingual curricula and 
materials, and diagnostic and compensatory programs; out of a 
cooperative planning process develop new relevant curricula and 
work groups; improve abilities to assess the needs of children; 
change resident perception and access to SFUSD: and develop plans 


fOr chilacare. 


The budget for the First Action Year was to be $799,609, with SFUSD 
acting as the operating agency providing administration and teacher 
participation. SFUSD and CDA in coordination were to provide staff 
support services to planning and training activities and MMNC was 

to provide project level administration and citizen participation. 
The Mission Amendment Plan, including the Mission Education Projects’ 
emphasis on improving neighborhood schools and putting an end to 
busing, was approved by Mayor Alioto and the Board of Supervisors in 


May 1971. 


With the initial planning completed and approved, MEP was essentially 


ready to begin the First Action Year, when a court ruling changed 


MODEL CITIES ———— EVALUATION 1976 


te aula weiss @ Syn! t20: 
# ferngyeq Fo Year tik Orsi jus 
4, cargeg?, ive pi atiagiih Ger), aT Mie 
Sot de iol agplaywale 0: ests ory ee 
Recwe nF salsid las ove ) wii) 4) 

oT tewleny haa. Cyber CEs «oii 


7 tc eh ee ieee 


Sere Fake Miitipe'. fe o/ 
Oh AD BPS Wile ihe Segoe ck; 
a line eile er radivaps octere: 
joins rendu tebe ps Veal onapdee Shi drao2 
air ete Danis GO wrath nh iesay anit 
ibaa Hehe 1) SomP ese YNrege) =m 2 tredqns 
4 lee SARA yo ad Were eeu yeni 


‘ 
a 
F0n gah 


: ; 4) tegsol els Gase 

hs je BGK, RD gate alge aE Snes 
aoe a ys 

ai -" : - 

f a 


a 
_ 
a > 
- r a 7 
7 


_ 


Phe 


the entire picture. On July 9, 1971, Judge Stanley Weigel ruled 
the SFUSD was a de facto segregated schools district and that all 
elementary school children must become part of an integration 
plan implemented by citywide busing. As this action defeated 
the purpose of improving MNA schools, HUD then declared that 
with objectives as planned, MEP could not be funded and an 
entirely new strategy had to be prepared by the beginning of 

the First Action Year, August 1, 1971. At this time the MCO 
Education Committee officially became involved in the design 


of a new plan for MEP. 


First Action Year, UE LS Ae VAS Ae 

The early months of the First Action Year were consumed by 
weekly meetings to develop plans suitable for reaching the 
target MMNA population in a desegregated school system. 
With extensive citizen participation and community repre- 
sentation, objectives were defined aimed at improving the 
effectiveness of SFUSD educational services rather than phy- 
sical facilities. These project objectives and the means 
of establishing them conformed well to Model Cities Program 
objectives, which remained essentially unchanged with the 
exception of an added emphasis on resident evolution of a 
process by which they could plan and participate in the 


decisions that affect their daily lives (see Figure 8), 
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FIGURE 8: FIRST ACTION YEAR, 8/1/71 — 8/31/72 


Nos. 1,3, and 4 (see Mission Amendment chart) remain unchanged. 
Implementation of desegregation order means that all S.F. 
elementary students subject to busing. 

Mission schools still in need of rehabilitation to meet 
earthquake resistance standards. 


eishhorhoond.... 


ba 
external forces On program Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 (see Mission Amendment chart) major 

2 ; ; program objectives. oF 

HUD transition of responsibility from RI- CDA emphasizes resident evolution of process by which they oe) 

Regional to Area office leads to: lack can plan and participate in decisions affecting them. @ 

of definition and delegation of respon- hme p< 

sibility, confusion, duplication of = 

effort, and conflicting communications. |) co 
Ability of federal agencies to provide {RY 

technical assistance insufficient for = 

solving programmatic problems encountered | (727- = 

& 

| wer 7 

rey 2 §) 

Cc 

: ba 

RE ©. 

x 7 Contract between CDA, MMNC, and SFUSD 
external forces on project Funds: $697,000 ($200,000 reprogrammed for summer) 

cine j School year objectives (Revised due to desegregation ruling}: iy 

2/72 SFUSD accepts MEPI, passing formal | give { (1) $2000 for repairs and $100 per class in each of 16 $MNA aw 

resolution initiating hiring of adminis- schools, (2) $1000 for recreation equip in each of 10 MMNA <) 

trative staff. schools, (3) involve 400 parents in schools (100%), (4) edu- Q 


Lack of SFUSD cooperation creates 
difficulties in implementation. 

SFUSD Board of Education attitude 
portends difficulty for current MEPI 
operation and for future inclusion of 
Model Cities projects within Board's 
structure. 


cational workshops for parerts and teachers (30%), (5) bilingual/@ 
bicultural education to 320 Ist through 3rd grades (50%), 2 
(6) tutor 965 students at 6 schools (20%). (7) recreation and — 
supervision to 1000 MMNA children (100%), (8) cultural equip- 
ment/performing artists to MMNA schools, (9) workstudy grants to 2} 
56 MINA college students rae 
Summer objectives: é : aman 


$/72 CDA requests money from neighbor- (1) cultural and educational experiences to 100 children, (2) ed 
hoods to alleviate CDA fund shortage. recreation and free lunches to 400 children, (3) train and — 


place residents as paraprofessionals, (4) training leading to 
teaching credentials. : 


3/72 HUD approval of revised work program and budget necessary 

due to late startup of program. 

Confused roles, newness of project, causes lack of coordination Pa 

between CDA, MMNC, MEPI, and SFUSD. @ 

5/72 internal MEPI reprogramming to attain objectives and deal — 

with surplus funds. i 

Primary/Secondary summer educational programs implemented. ra) 
tae 
&. 
tt 


Summer program provided the only summer hiring of parents 
so far. 

Workshops success stimulates plans for in-service training 
for tutors and parents. . x 
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By 1972 the following goals had been set: organize school and 
community groups to decide on spending $2,000 for repairs in 
each of 16 schools with a high percentage of MMNA students, 
organize students and teachers to decide on spending $100 per 
class, allocate $1,000 per school to 10 MMNA schools for re- 
creation equipnent ,? involve 400 MMNA parents actively in 
schools, Doane bilingual/bicultural education for lst through 
3rd grades, provide after-school tutorial and recreational 
programs, supply MMNA schools with cultural equipment and 
arrange for performing artists, provide workstudy grants to 

56 MMNA college students to be assigned to educational projects 
in the Mission, and establish an administrative staff to coor- 
dinate implementation of all components. 

Finally, in February 1972, SFUSD accepted the new MEP objectives 
and formally passed a resolution enabling the hiring aes 
administrative staff to begin. As in the original pian, CDA 
was to serve as fiscal agent for the $697,000 of Model Cities 
funds, and the program was to be administered through coopera- 
tive efforts of CDA, SFUSD, MMNC, and MEP. The program was to 


be supervised by an advisory board consisting of: two teachers, 


9Note: ''The Model Cities program's most powerful resource has been 
the ability to 'buy into' other agencies in order to gain 


some degree of cooperation,'' Washnis, George J. Community 


Development Strategies, p. 12 
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a Mission school administrator, and a paraprofessional chosen by 
the Board of Education from a list submitted by MMNC; three 
parents and one student appointed by MMNC; and a SFUSD board- 
member and two parents appointed by the Mayor. 

When HUD gave approval of the revised work program and budget 
in March, the Mission Education Task Force, working with MMNC, 
the CDA fiscal division, and SFUSD began analysis of each of 
the components to determine when they would be ready for full 
implementation. It seemed as though the project was underway. 
However, resistance on the part of SFUSD to be fully cooperative 
and the SFUSD Board of Education's attitude toward the project 
Still loomed as major obstacles, not only to current operations, 
but.aiso to future inclusion of Model Citzres projects within the 
school district structure. Further impeding progress was an 
apparent lack of effective coordination between CDA, MMNC, MEP, 
and SFUSD, attributable to confused roles and the newness of 
the project. CDA, with its own organizational difficulties as a 
new agency, compounded by HUD reorganization and a general 
inability of federal agencies to provide technical assistance 
sufficient for solving programmatic problems encountered, was 


unable to help at this time. 
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Eventually implementation problems were worked out, but due to the 
late start of the project $200,000 was left over at the end of the 
school year, in an Action Year to end on 8/31/72. An intensive 
summer program was planned and tepdeneneea to make up for time 
lost in affecting the community and to spend excess funds. The 
emphasis was on workshops to prepare residents for employment in 
the next scene year through paraprofessional training and field 
placement, and to provide teacher training leading toward receipt 
of teacher credentials. While no evaluations were done at this 
time, /° first-level reports indicated that these workshops were 
very successful, as were a recreation program for 4,000 MMNA 
youths and two educational programs in primary and secondary 
schools. This was the first and last time that parents were employed 


in the summer. 


Second, Action Year, 9/1/72 — 1/31/73 
At the start of the Second Action Year, neighborhood conditions had 
not changed appreciably. MEP had had little time to impact problems 


after administrative difficulties had been worked out. Academic 


10Note: "Many cities let their evaluation components start up late 
on the theory that there was not anything to evaluate so 
early in the program. The administrators in these cities 
discounted the importance of early evaluation ideas, plans, 
facilities and staff and usually met with less success 


over the years."" Washnis, George J., Community Develop- 
ment, Strategies, p, 3i 
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achievement levels of MMNA children remained below the district 
levels and high mean oieat rates continued. While MMNA and 
the project has begun to develop meaningful citizen partici- 
pation, the difficulties inherent in organizing the community 
around issues and improving residents' abilities to artic- 
ulate their needs and desires to an unreceptive city structure 
remained. Success of the Model Cities Program depends to a 
great extent upon the effectiveness of coordinating links be- 
tween itself and city institutions that provide services to 
MMNA Pee reek Projects that received helpful cooperation 
from government agencies were able to solve their problems 
quickly and develop smooth operations and implementation. On 
the other hand, projects such as MEP, which were forced to 
dea’] with recalcitrant or indifferent institutions, had their 
problems compounded, making smooth operations and implementation 


virtually impossible. 


It was hoped that the situation would be eased by the recent 
establishment of the Advisory Board, through which SFUSD would 
set general policy and oversee implementation. Also, adminis- 
trative roles andlines of responsibility were more clearly 
delineated in an effort to reduce problems encountered during the 
First Action Year. “At “the project level, the responsibility for 


carrying out operations was to fall on three coordinators. They 
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were to be assisted by the MMNC Coordinator and CDA Educational 
Specialist, who worked primarily on contract implementation and 


seeking of alternate funding (see Figure 9). 


Model Cities Program strategies of the First Action Year were 
redirected in this period toward more realistic accomplish- 


ments (see Figure 10). The emphasis was on: strengthening 


/ 
widespread citizen participation as opposed to relying on Model Cities 


exertion of power and money, producing significant impacts in 
addition to refining processes, and seeking alternate sources 
of funds in order to secure future independence and survival 


Of projects. 


Project objectives remained essentially the same: training work- 
shops, bilingual education classes, CEC center, Tutorial program 
to be coordinated When existing, SFUSD services. after-school 
recreational program, and grants for Workstudy student. A new 


component, the Career Opportunity Program (COP), designed to 


llNote: "In the administration of school aid programs, one finds 
multilevel governmental factions in a vertical-but not 
hierarchical-structure, who focus on their own exper- 
tise, clients, and federal funds. Specialists on 
libraries, vocational education, reading, language train- 
ing, paraprofessional teacher programs—each constellation 
mobilizes special cohorts of the SF school district, the 
state school administration, regional offices of the US 
Office of Education, and USOE divisions in Washington. 
Penetrating any one of these professional-governmental 
vertical structures and factions that differ over questions 
of effectiveness of policy, the distribution of resources, 
and the maintenance of status and power. It is one trans- 
federal faction across a multilevel governmental structure 
(including its private cohorts of parents, teachers, pro- 
fessionals, and so forth) versus another faction, both 
competing over the redistribution of funds." Wirt, Frederick M. 


Power in the City: Decision Making in SF, pp. 289-290 
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FIGURE 9: INITIAL MEPI ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 
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FIGURE 10: SECOND ACTION YEAR, 9/1/72 — 1/31/73 


external forces on program 


Advent of Revenue Sharing necessitates 
search for alternate funding. 

No federal/HUD provision made for 
continuance of Model Cities beyond 
6/30/73. 

Amendment intended as final SF Model 
Cities contract planned to replace 
contract through 8/3/73. 

Nixon administration begins cutbacks/ 
impoundments of social program funds. 


external forces on project 


SFUSD slow to develop bilingual program, 
partially due to few bilingual teachers. 
SFUSD notes that improved programs, fore- 
stall downtrend expected due to increased] # 
proportion of minority pupils. 

CDA's personnel insufficient to carry out 
crucial monitoring and evaluation. 


Unappreciable change in conditions. 


~ 
Nos. 1, 2, and 4 (see Mission Amendment chart) remain major * 
problems. ms 
=i 
Emphasis on: =a 
Problems of educating culturally/linguistically diverse : 
Mission children. C- 
Continued need to organize community around common issues c. 
and needed changes. Res 
rae 
co 
PS ai 
FS Sieg 
Ag 
Ce 
= 

Continue major strategies of lst Action Year, redirected 
toward more realistic accomplishments. ea) 
; tr 
Emphasis on: : Q 
Strenghtening and expand citizen participation rather than 2 
rely on CDA authority/funding. -& 
Increasing community awareness and involvement. : = 


Improving services offered by existing agencies. 
Upgrade academic work of MMNC students. 
Product rather than process. 


63 
hee 
Oh 
C 
he 
&. 
Contract between CDA and SFUSD signed 12/10/72 

Funds: $183,087 for 12 mo., reduced to $71,125 for 5 mo. 
Objectives in 
(1) Central staff coordination to implement components. Us 
(2) Program planner to assess, research, and seek alternate a3 
funding. Peps 
(5) Teacher workshops for peraprofessionals and parents to ce 
improve community-school relations. be 
(4) Bilingual education for 220 elementary students by funding ok 
11 certified bilingual teachers and 11 bilingual paraprotes- | 
sionals. =: 3 
(S$) Make cultural equipment (inc. presentations) available to > 
28 schools (17 public). * Sy 
(6) Provide and coordinate tutorial services in Mission schools. Cc 
(7) Employ 10 paraprofessionals, 40 parents, and 40 youth as cs 
feed 


tutors in 10 schools. 
Recreation/afterschool programs, 


Career opportunity rrograms 


After long negotiations, SFUSD agrees to accept fiscal 
responsibility for MEPI; this clears way for contract 
sy signing .on 12/72. ‘ sien 
(2) SFUSD works with Mission Educ. Task Force and CDA to- on 
effect inclusive contract. be 
(3) SFUSD agrees on joint planning with MEPI for ESAA program. “ss 
(4) Planning, negotiating, and contract signing show evidence Q 
of more cooperation between residents and institutions. den 
(S$) Parents encouraged to participate in elementary education m& 
as teachers, paraprofessionals, aides, and monitors. 
(6) Tutorial component begins seeking funds for teacher training. 
(7) Expand work-study program begins to involv. MMNA students in © 
Mission educ. problems ; mmc 
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maximize the student-teaching experiences of teacher credential 
candidates, was added, MEP was to provide stipends to students 


and coordinate implementation with SFUSD. 


Several months of negotiations took ee resulting in an agree- 
ment with SFUSD to accept fiscal responsibility for MEP. This 
eee coupled with the Board of Education's change 
toward working closely with the project helped clear the way for 
contract signing on December 10, 1972, At. that time, this was 
CDA's only contract with a major city institution. SFUSD also 
agreed on joint planning with MEP for the ESAA program, showing 
a tremendous attitudinal improvement over the previous action 
year when SFUSD funds for vocational education and ESAA grants 
were administered without contacting MCA or the neighborhoods, 
even though the programs directly affect community projects and 


goals. 


Possibly this positive change in attitude was due to SFUSD's 
realization of the magnitude of the problems an urban school 
system faces and of the benefits that could be derived from 
accepting community efforts. The school district was slow 
in developing a much-needed bilingual program due to a short- 
age of bilingual teachers, yet SFUSD noted that improved 


instructional programs were forestalling the downward achieve- 
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ment trend expected with the constant influx and increased pro- 


portion of minority pupils.12 


Consistent with the Model Cities process, a quarterly assessment 
of MEP for this period was prepared by the Evaluation Department 
in December 1972. While it acknowledged project accomplishments 
toward making a significant institutional impact, it strongly 
suggested that contract negotiations begin well enough ahead of 
the school year so that implementation could take place early in 
the fall semester. According to a second-level report, prepared 
during the Second Action Year, CDA had insufficient program per- 
sonnel to carry out crucial monitoring functions. Management 
Information Systems (MIS) forms were prepared by CDA, but accord- 
ing to MEP they did not meet the project's needs. The project 
had to devise its own forms for recordkeeping and although their 
viability would be determined by trial and error, records were 


being kept and filed sufficient to determine some output. 


During the Second Action Year more parents were encouraged to 
participate in the elementary education process as paraprofes- 
Sionals, teacher aides, and monitors. The Tutorial component, 


in an effort to improve the effectiveness of the: project and 


l2san Francisco Unified School District, "Supplement to Standard- 
ized Test Report, 19.73-74,"' the District, San Francisco, 1974 
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paraprofessiona] career status, began actively seeking funds for 
teacher training. An expanded Workstudy program began involving 
MMNA students in the educational problems of the Mission. The CEC 
was actively providing equipment and cultural tapes to schools, 


although some equipment was not being used at all. 


Problems during this period, pointed out by the quarterly assess- 
ment were: communication difficulties between the coordinating 
staffmembers, inhibiting the efficiency of the project; lack of 
formal training provided by the project for the program staff, 
particularly the paraprofessionals; and finally, difficulties in 
providing close supervision of the Workstudy students. This lat- 

ter problem may have been due to the basic structure of the Workstudy 
component , where students assigned to individual community agencies 
and organizations report on the work aspect directly to the oper- 


ating,agencies or the schools that they attend. 


In a very hopeful and ambitious start to the Second Action Year, 
vigorous attempts had been made to attack problems after shaking 
off the effects of growing pains experienced during the first 
year. This period was a very. crucial and difficult one for the 
Model Cities Program and community projects. Yet, at this time 
external forces on the program from the federal level carried 


tremendous impact. While project efforts continued, federal 


MODEL CITIES ————— EVALUATION 1876 


2) ee bn ee) yas 


si PAs , Von sieit4! ~~ 
fea has aud i tabotas inh Or1ST Nea) tah yies 
or a | bie tn sl) = Wi ealigre opus 
ie ut i ner we be Foes, wibin, Ovleviten ab 
1 aie RRS GHIA AEH Hy sonny top me weed. 


789 @ amigas DM Aer % 
nil 2 ng we by i) ae 
Cet ge ee 
eH WA) ore 

pesat 899/05 fob wpH' 0: guid 

} dbNi) ag oper 495VR'" Ca Anuni 
ow ken: hy ce8 iow ait ep Sauna’ @iadsns Sangin 


aD a Se wi Wh ren ipinusnye en 


n 7 7. : 
a a mn Sav? HD (APM reer wii bAgad qQiey 0: 
Nor : 1 aa y 
: 1 ‘ mii PISA SEG, Heed fiw pi gniks) pum, 2, 
: an DS LMA Warn, sabe ahi Ay, 
' a —— 7 
ee ope . | : © Oy ie ple. tHu% 
Fi — 7 : ; 
i A eesai] Jains: 


og we 


eae: 


decisions threatened the future potential of the entire program. 
The Nixon administration began a series of cutbacks and impound- 
ments of funds for social programs, and planning began for the 
replacement of categorical grant programs, by revenue Sharing. *° 
No provision was made by the federal government with HUD for con- 
tinuance of Model Cities beyond June 30, 1973, and by the beginning 
of 1973 it became necessary to draw up an amendment to the Second 
Action Year CDP. This was intended to be the final contract with 
San Francisco in connection with the Model Cities Program and to 


replace the remaining months of the Second Action Year. 


Amendment to the Second Action Year, 2/1/73 — 6/30/74 

While policy changes necessitated formation of this amendment and 
threatened the future of the Model Cities Program nationally and 
locally, neighborhood conditions in the Mission continued to 
demand the same or greater services. The immediate dilemma that 
the San Francisco program faced was that of an increasing demand 
on services and declining revenues, in addition to the fear that 


in the transition from categorical grant funding, lessons learned 


l3Note: "With the retrenchment of the Nixon administration, com- 
petition has assumed a different shape around a politics of 
redistribution. Thereupon the frozen and shrunken pools of 
resources has had to be reallocated, which upset all the estab- 
lished processes of negotiation that community groups had 
painfully devised over the last decade."" Wirt, Frederick M., 
Power in the City: Decision Making in San Francisco, p. 290 
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from the Model Cities experience would be lost as would the know- 


ledge, experience, and personnel of successful programs. 


While initial efforts to obtain assistance from general revenue 
sharing and the City and County general fund or from in-kind 
services were Eure eam the "Better Communities Act,' pending 
legislation of a special revenue-sharing program to begin 

July 1, 1974, offered some hope. A decision was made to reprogram 
funds and continue Model Cities at a reduced level of spending for 
a 17-month period, until June 30, 1974. HUD's central office pro- 
posed continuance with a base of carry-over funds from the previous 
years and current unspent funds, in addition to the $1,142,300 

San Francisco was to receive to carry out the mandate of the Model 
Cities Program.) sinverfect, this represented a total cutback ‘of 
some $5 million in HUD funds, leaving an amount hardly commensurate 


with the problems faced. Proportionately fewer people could be 


served and the products would necessarily be less visible. 


More specifically, the loss meant a disruption of the operation of 

most projects, as they were forced to curtail activities while under- 
going restructuring to fit reduced operating budgets. Also, restruc- 
turing CDA would render it unable to provide necessary assistance to 
projects. This had a definite negative impact on the number of resi- 


dents employed and the number of residents served by projects in both 
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communities. In addition to lessening potential impacts, this loss 


also caused a deterioration of the very positive relationships built 


between projects and ity agencies and among residents. 


Unfortunately, most projects had not had sufficient time to develop 
substantial outside support and they were also entirely dependent 
upon Model Cities monies. Reprogramming CDA resulted in an inten- 
Sive effort to assist projects in obtaining alternate funds where 
planning and program development units would concentrate on identi- 
fication of private and government organizations relevant to a 


Speciafic.project’s objectives. 


CDA, in conjunction with MMNA, established the following optimistic 
Mission program goals: provide maximum services to the maximum 
number of residents, assure that services to the community would 
continue after June 30, 1974,even if Model Cities funds were ter- 
tee obtain as much Model Cities funding as possible for 

San Francisco through the Mayor's office, and assure that Mission 
residents would have a powerful voice in determining how future 


federal dollars were to be spent in San Francisco (see Figure 11). 
At a planning conference held in March 1973, MMNC and community 


representatives began to determine the allocation of the new HUD 


funds of $1,142,300, of which $350,000 was to be divided among 
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FIGURE: 11: AMENDMENT TO THE SECOND ACTION YEAR, 2/1/73 to 6/30/74 


Increasing demands for services and declining revenues. 
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external forces Ori program ‘17-month period replaces Second Action Year, which was to go 
eae : ee Tei through 8/31/73. 


40% loss of federal funds causes overall reprogramming. 
Objectives similar to those of Second Action Year; intensive 
search for alternate funding. 


(1) Pending legislation of Revenue Sharing, [Pes 
to take effect:7/1/74, Better Communi- 
ties Act leads to decision to reprograr 


AN phat Rae 
past and current unspent funds. MMNC_and CDA priorities — 
HUD We caine ee cea inos Medal eieies (1) Provide maximum service to maximum number of residents. 


cheousnue/O0iye wel ch atliece fumes: [RO (2) Assure that Mission services continue after 6/74 Model 
= Cities funds terminate. 


4/22/74: S.¥F. Supervisors accept 


$293 000) rom Hub to conéinne Model (3) Obtain maximum S.F. Model Cities funding through Mayor's 
’ ae e . 
Cities with understanding that released br Office. 
impounded funds will be forthcoming. (4) Assure voice in future federal community funding for 
, (RI- Mission residents. 


4/19/74: Project evaluations begin 
Generation of nonsupplemental funds; service history; legacy; 


fFR spinoff potential prior to 1/75; institutional impact. 


program process 


— 


Completion of 1972-73 academic year (HUD and carryover funds) 
(1) Bilingual classes, (2) After-school recr>ation progran, 


external forces on project 


(1) After CDA audit, HUD recommends (3) Workstudy grants, (4) Tutorial program. Uy 
increased administration and evaluation Fie} 1973-74. academic year: Contract between CDA and SFUSD (8/1/73- 
budgets so CDA can function adequately and 6/30/74). mf 
give maximum technical assistance to free | Funds: $213,000 (9/1/73: all Model Cities contracts amended Oo 
projects. (2) 10/74: CDA seeks fourth to add new HUD funds received 6/73). hal 
executive director in two years. (3) 11/73}, Objectives: a 
S.F. voters approve $30 million for earth- FeX~} (1) Bilingual education, (2) Tutorial program, (3) Workstudy 
quake proofing S.F. public schools. : Psion es Sac : : bad 
(4) Spring 1974: Mayor's Office proposes |#@t~} Teacher workshops terminated. Q 
changes in Model Cities Program. MMNC Recreation program defunded efter parent complaints about Fa 
defunded and housed in CDA. Mission He} inadequate supervision, © 
residents for non-profit organization (MEPI 6/30/74: Negotiation with S. F. Library Dept. to take over be 
to be in charge of Mission education fieex-| CEC component. go. 
projects. 
‘ MEPI receives $33,000 in funds from HEW/OE to run a project 
with ESAA program. 
Contract negotiations with S.F. Board of Educ. nets 8 bilingual yy 
teachers and aides for Spanish and Filipino elementary school cS 
Mission children to match 8 MEPI teachers. = 
At urging of Mission, $34,000 for paraprof. aides provided to oc 
bilingual project from ESAA funds. O° 
Bilingual education not fully implemented due to lack of space oa 


in schools and inability of SFUSD and CDA to resolve this problem St 
Loss of federal funds leads to inability of projects to meet ton 
stated objectives; deterioration of rapport between projects, citzy 


agencies, and residents; disruption of operations; reduction of q) 
personnel and services. pe | 
Project succeeds in spite of difficulties, renews - faith in joint ° 
citizen participation and citizen input. os 


Major achievements continue to be bilingual and tutorial components. 
MEP incorporates, becoming MEPI, to increase parent involvement 
in decisionmaking. 
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Mission projects. These monies along with those remaining from 
the original Second Action Year grants, were to last until the 
end of the 17-month amendment period, constituting only approx- 
imately 60% of the anticipated funding rate. In an attempt to 
soften the debastating impact of such a drop in funding pro- 
jects started to lower their monthly spending levels as early 


at April 1973 by reducing staff salaries and overall costs, yet 


still trying to maintain the planned program until July 1, 1974. 


To complete the education program for school year 1972-73, MEPI 


received funding for bilingual classes, an after-school recrea- 


tional program, Workstudy grants, a Tutorial program, and central 


administration. 


To’‘alleviate some of the restructuring problems, MMNA held a 
number of community workstops and training sessions for project 
boardmembers and staff. It was hoped that maximum leadership 


and staff capabilities could be developed in this manner. 


So that efforts made during the life of Model Cities in San Francisto 


would not be lost, HUD, upon completion of an audit of CDA, recommen- 


41 


ded that the city maintain the same number of projects in the communities. 


HUD also strongly recommended a strengthening of CDA Administration and 


Evaluation budgets so that the ability of the program to adequately 


perform its functions would not be impaired. Between July and September 
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1973, the possibility of using reprogramming money to develop CDA 
capacity to plan, evaluate, and administer its program at the 
proper level was explored. This presented quite a contradiction 
between CDA being forced to terminate 17 staffmembers due to cut- 
backs and HUD insistence upon increased budget and staff capabili- 
ties. To make matters even worse, in October 1973 CDA was in the 
process of filling its Executive Director's position for the fourth 


time in two years. 


Yet with the reorganization of the CDA staff, by October 1973 CDA 
Monitoring and Evaluation units were able to complete some assess- 
ments. Findings revealed a number of problem areas, and implementation 
of the following program objectives was to begin immediately: 


Revise and update each project analysis with relevant, 
; clearly defined, quantifiable objectives 


Tighten day-to-day project operations 


Establish joint work between the projects and CDA 
‘to explore and secure alternate funding 


Collect more specific and relevant data concerning bene- 
ficiary characteristics and needs with intake applications 


Develop and implement effective followup mechanisms to 
monitor the impact of services on beneficiaries and 
the community 


Make project filing systems more functional, allowing 
greater ease of storage and retrieval of information 


Findings regarding Mission Citizen participation indicated that 
additional training of. coordinators was needed and that task 


forces should be reinstated into planning strategy committees. 


« 
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Workshops were planned to improve Communication between City, 
state, and federal officials and resident committees. It was 
noted in the next CDA progress report that this added training 
did in fact help in coordination and resulted in renewed 
involvement of some task forces in planning and an improved 


relationship with the city. 


At this time, MMNC was seriously concerned over the uncertain 
role that citizen participation would play in the proposed 
révised structure under special revenue sharing. !4 Of partic- 
ular concern was how citizens would make their input directly 
into the Mayor's Office where decisions are made, and what 


: ; : A ; 1S 
weight the input would carry in the decisionmaking process. 


14 


Note: "With the advent of special revenue sharing, there is little 
question in the minds of residents and elected officials 
that citizen power will be considerably diluted without a 
legislative mandate to sustain it." Washnis, George J., 
Community Development Strategies, p. 19 
1oNote: "A recent survey conducted by Real Estate Research Corporation 


indicates that many citizen participation arrangements will 
probably prove ineffective in the long run tor accomplishing 
certain key goals of the Community Development Program. 
Specifically, the citizen participation mechanisms many cities 
have created up to now will prove to be inadequate means of: 

1. Attracting large amounts of private capital and other 
non-federal resources to supplement the meagre federal funds 
allocated to community development; 

2. Educating citizen participants, local officials and 
the community as a whole concerning the nature of their pro- 
blems and potentials so as to create an effective political 
consensus behind any programs finally adopted; and 

oe (“EStabitshing effective citizen participation at both 
neighborhood and citywide levels. 

Unless these goals are achieved, Community Development will 
prove to be another mainly rhetorical program—long on words 
and short on meaningful accomplishments. Downs, Anthony, 
"Citizen Participation in Community Development: Why Some 
Changes are Needed," National Civic Review, May 1975, p. 238 
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MEP was dormant during the summer of 1973 but resumed in the fall 
of the 1973-74 school year with a contract with SFUSD for $213,000 
for bilingual, Tutorial, and Workstudy components. Teacher work- 
shops had been terminated and the recreation program was defunded 
because during the previous year many residents and parents voiced 
complaints about inadequate supervision. Negotiations were being 
made at this time with the SF Public Library Department to take 
over the CEC. Despite funding cutbacks, by October 1973 the pro- 
ject had made several important accomplishments. MEP received 
$33,000 to run a paraprofessional project in connection with the 
ESAA program, and contract negotiations with the San Francisco 
Board of Education netted eight bilingual teachers and aides for 
Spanish and Filipino elementary school children in the Mission. 
These eight classrooms matched the eight funded by Model Cities 
money. The school district was also paying salaries for a program 
writer and program coordinator in connection with the paraprofes- 
sional project... By June 1974, the end of the school year, 12 
workshops had been held for paraprofessionals and the Tutorial 
component had been operational in 10 MMNA schools. The bilingual 
program, however, was not fully implemented due a lack of space 
in the neighborhood schools and the inability of SFUSD and CDA to 


resolve the problem. 
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In the spring of 1974, the Mayor's Office proposed changes for 
citizen participation in the Model Cities Program.16 MMNC, the 
central Mission community nonprofit organization was to be de- 
funded and in-housed in CDA in an effort to ensure more efficient 
operations and closer coordination between widespread citizen 


participation and Model Cities policy and program formation. 


Citizen input was to come to the Council through subcommittees in 
each programmatic area through a Model Neighborhood Citizen 
Participation Committee (MNCP). The subcommittees were designed 
to ensure that widespread citizen participation would be accom- 
plished and that there would be a vehicle for feedback to CDA, 
the Council, and MNCP committees with respect to planning and 
evaluation issues and other programmatic concerns generated by 


the*Model “Caties *proceéss: 


It was felt by some Mission groups, however, that the inte- 
gration into the city structure of MMNC would weaken the neigh- 
borhood-city partnership and citizen participation in decision- 
making. These interested persons of the education committees, 


including the MCO Education Committee, and task forces operating 


16Note: "Citizen participation has been perhaps the most controver- 


Sial feature of the Model Cities program. Though Model 
Cities was designed to be the Mayor's program, the unex- 
pected determination of residents to have a strong voice 
in the program changed the scope of priorities. Ever 
since, HUD has beentrying to return the program to the 
chief executives while maintaining meaningful citizen 


participation."' Washnis, George J., Community Development 
Strategies, p. 48 
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in the Mission community formed the Mission Education Projects, Inc., 
(MEPI) in May 1974. Its purpose was to operate as an entity that was 
independent of any institution or public agency, that was responsible 
to the Mission community citizens, and that had the power to contract. 
The corporate purpose was to involve the total family in the education 
process and take an active cooperative part in the planning and admin- 
istration of education programs in the Mission.!’ It was also felt 
that the position of director of the project would be strengthened, 
facilitating more efficient contract negotiations with SFUSD and more 


relevant and effective program planning. 


MEPI would continue to receive technical and financial assistance through 
BDA but would operate through a governing board of directors invited to 
serve by community members interested in education matters. The board of 
directors' by-laws stipulate representation of Mission community ee 
Mission school administrators, the Board of Education, and a member at 
large. This spectrum of interested persons insures that the policies of 
the board are responsible and weli-considered. In both composition and 
responsibilities, it essentially replaces the Advisory Board, which, estab- 
lished during the First Action Year, seldom met and was never important as 


a policymaking and advisory body. 


17Note: "Autonomous power for some functions through nonprofit corporations 
: is legitimate and desirable to improve services and participation. 
There are over 1,000 corporations that demonstrate this technique." 


Washnis, George J., Municipal Decentralization: Case Studies of 
Twelve Cities, New York, Praeger Publishers, p. 372. 
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Extended Amendment, 7/1/74 — 6/30/75 

An appropriation from HUD and transitional funding assured the life 
of Model Cities until June 30, 1975. Thereafter, the program 
anticipated being included under Community Development block grants. 
Yet, in December 1974 the Mayor's Office of Community Development had 
become part of the City Planning Department and it was still not 


clear what place Model Cities would have in the new City structure. 


In response to a community block-grant application, funding was again 
guaranteed for the period July 1, 1975, to January 30, 1976. Also, 

a federal commitment was made that Model Cities and its activities 
would continue throughout the life of the "hold-harmless" period, 
which, calculated by HUD, effectively terminates on December 31, 1976. 
In light of the new funds, some minor changes in program scope were 
made (see Figure 12). The emphasis, however, remained on assisting 
projects in seeking alternate sources of funds, improving processes, 
and maximizing impacts to assure survival after the imminent term- 
ination of Model Cities funds. Planning, Evaluation, and MIS 
departments were expanded in an effort to improve CDA technical 


assistance available. 


MODEL CITIES ————— EVALUATION 1976 


éteapah 4 wet ih adie" 


WD (vaedsleiwey Vice UA me soma names mA 


e) . 
“a i ye A he 

porsch i" a ny - re 
<oteety aie wil f21Sm + We wah »% ie 


hall) a init date na é Br | CTIA } ' i ' _ 


ee Pa, ja i Tee 
ra 7 


i f4higth Fr 


=, 


ow : 7] 
inhege se 4 WAR hee Thy: » Py tat ee 
. va Cua Vvanae, oF j is 1 "tatty ; 
- 7 = 


1c (erly wit (ie Weis. is \ Te 


_ sbi kivtn, Fifi tach, Bic!’ af i & Bi ( eae 


d bg 7 re heals rary 7) STC! jary! " i | a! i os 
“yer - i 
7 ‘ 


at i . - a 4 - 
kL ae eee oO ly il “TN, ‘Tevals ugnve 
: ’ mA a 
(eiyeweaa ng. my 


, ,2e We eerie of: a a 6150060 


16% by hat orig oa i oJ sick tite 


i . 
ap hou l 1 ae t) ein i hee td 


Ame of SIGTIS Gh Hl fw 


48 


FIGURE 12: EXTENDED AMENDMENT, 7/1/74 to 6/30/75 
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Citizen participation units began organizing committees and 
subcommittees according to the new Citizen participation 
structure in both MNA's. The first official committee meetings 
were held on Bene 1605, 1974. Yet mot wntil March 1975 had 
the Mission Committee adopted by-laws and Seer Ti sie subcon- 
mittees in the areas of manpower, economic development , housing, 
education, recreation, childcare, and law and justice. The 
major responsibility of subcommittees defined at this time was 


to advise the Committee on programmatic changes. 


In the first months of this period, the newly formed board of 
MEPI set about generating high quality instructional programs 
that address the language and cultural needs of Mission youth. 
In September, the Mission Committee unanimously passed a recom- 
mendation that MEPI be recognized as a neighhorhood-created 
entity, formed tuo take an active cooperative part in the plan- 
ning and administration of education programs in the Mission 


community. Project structure and activities were to include: 


Take an active part in the planning and negotiation of 
any contracts with CDA and SFUSD 


Be a party and signatory to any contract with CDA and 
the SFUSD 


Be administrative agent for the Mission CEC, COP, and 
Workstudy Program 
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Be provided a project director funded by Model Cities 

education project funds and supporting personnel 

selected by and responsible to MEPI for administer- 

ing and evaluating the projects and programs of MEPI 
“CDA approved the recommendations and assured that a contract would 
be approved as soon as a director could be hired. The board opened 
the position and selected the current director in November 1974. 
Contracts were immediately signed and the project was again under- 
way. A three-party contract was signed with SFUSD, CDA, and MEPI 
whereby SFUSD provides the fiscal control necessary to run the 
Tutorial ieee. A contract was signed between MEPI and CDA 
pivine the following, responsibilities. £0 the project. xun the 
administrative office, purchase media and cultural eeuienent to 
be used by schools and community organizations, and administer and 
coordinate Workstudy and COP components. 


Subsequent process and product assessments follow in the body of 


the: evaluation, for the, period July 1,.1974, ao June 50), 1975. 
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Administrative Structure and Function 
Mission Education Projects, Inc., functions under a three-party 
contract with the San Francisco Unified School District and the 
City Demonstration Agency, with SFUSD as the operating agency 
(see Figure 13). As described in the MEPI revised project 
analysis (see Appendix), the program was administered at two 
levels: (1) The Tutorial and COP components were administered 
through the offices of the SFUSD. Site principals were respon- 
sible for implementation of the Tutorial: liaison workers and 
teachers supervised the’ tutors, and’ the project director of the 


COP supervised that program. In both instances, the MEPI 
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FIGURE 13: CURRENT MEPI ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 
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director was supposed to coordinate and serve as the point of con- 
tactswith the irepresentatiye. of the SFUSD to.ensure that. the 
interests of the Model Cities Program were being met in the imple- 
mentation.ofsthese.projects,.. .(2) The Workstudy and CEC components 
were supposed to be directed, administered, and supervised by the 
MEPI director. .Once placed, the Workstudy students were super- 
vised at their placement while the sponsoring institution (school 
of enrollment) monitored their payroll. Fiscal responsibility 

for the Workstudy and CEC components was part of the central 


accounting system established in CDA, with the MEPI director 


serving as the point of contact. 


The manner in which the project is administered is determined by 
CDA, the Model Neighborhood Council, and HUD policy, with direct 
policymaking and control stemming from the MEPI board of 


directors.18 


Centralistett 
For the greater part of the evaluation period, school year 1974-75, 
the MEPI administrative staff consisted of the project director, 


the administrative secretary, and the CEC coordinator. To reiterate 


18 ; fe ' 
Please refer to the section on citizen participation in adminis- 


tration and policymaking for discussion of the board. 
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from the preceding section, the director was responsible for over- 
seeing the project operations and providing assistance and advice 

to the school administrator to resolve education problems in the 
Mission community. She was also responsible for: seeking alternate 
sources of funding, developing and maintaining evaluation and mon- 
itoring methods for-all MEPI components, managing office operations 
and supervising central staff, working with the accountant at CDA 
in henireine of monthly expenditures, participating in CDA project 


finance negotiations and planning, and attending relevant community 


meetings. 


In fact, the director oversaw the Tutorial component operations, 
recruited paraprofessionals, served as a liaison between CDA and 
SFUSD, conducted needs assessments for the Tutorial component, 
revised the original project analysis into a more relevant document, 
developed reporting forms for the Tutorial component, provided 

some office management, wrote proposals for alternate sources 

of funding, placed Workstudy students, and regularly attended 
significant community, Board of Education, and City government 
meetings. While these activities did not correspond exactly 

to those stated in the job description, they were considered 


central by the director and required immediate attention. 


Whereas the administrative secretary was responsible for a 


range of activities from clerical work to office management 
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in the absence of the other staff members, the CEC coordinator was 
to: manage the Center with minimum supervision; coordinate the 
inventory, lending, and returning of materials and equipment from 
the Center; actively initiate contacts with teachers and adminis- 
trators in schools serving MMNA children to determine their needs 
for materials, ere, and assistance; provide assistance to 
community individuals and organizations in the resolution of com- 
munity needs or problems; expand the CEC materials to more fully 
reflect the cultural diversity in the Mission; assist the director 
in administering the project, particularly the Workstudy component; 
and attend community meetings. As mentioned in subsequent sections, 19 
the activities of the CEC coordinator did not correspond to those 
Stated in the job description. 

At the time of the questionnaire administration, the central admin- 
istrative staff at the MEPI office was expanded to include the 
proieer director, the CEC*coordinator, an assistant CEC coordinator, 
a tutor coordinator, and a school aide III. As presented in Table 2, 


these three members were assigned as CETA positions, at no cost to 


the project itself. All five staffmembers in addition to the director 


19See Cultural and Equipment Center component process and 
institutional impact, 
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TABLE 2: CENTRAL STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 56 


Questions Director Staff 
* (N=1) (N=5) 


A. ‘Classification Data 


1. Job description Director (8 mo.) 1-CEC coordinator (3's mo.) 
1-School aide III (1 mo.) 
1-Assistant coordinator (2 mo.) 
1-Tutor coordinator (90 days) 
1-Secretary (7 mo.) 


2. Age 41-50 1-21 to 30, 2-31 to 40, 
: 1-41 to 50, 1-51 to 60 


3. Sex Female l-male, 4-female 

4. MMNA resident . No | 4-Yes, 1-No 

5. Languages speak and write Spanish 3-Spanish, 1-Tagalog 

6. Highest level of education College graduate & 2-Colliege graduates 
completed Teachers credential 2-Some college (1-3 yrs) 


1-High school 


7. Professional or technical None 1-Uncertified SFUSD in-service 
training completed and ; ’ tutor training 
whether or not certified 1-Certified technical H.S. 
: secretarial skills 
2-None 
1-NA 
8. Previous employment Community relations _2-Liaison workers for MEPI 
teacher at SFUSD & }-Haight Ashbury Arts Workshop 
City College 1-MCO secretary and general 
office manager 
1-NA 


B. Performance Rating (for job descriptions, see Appendix) 


1. Do you have a job description Yes 5-Yes 
for your position? ; . 


2. Do your current activities Yes 4-Yes 
correspond with job description? 1-No 
3. Should your job description Yes 2-Yes 
be revised? 1-No 
2-NA 

4. When was your last performance There have been no 1-Never 
review? appraisals for staff 4-NA 


performance and no 
reviews for staff 
performance. 


5. Rate your performance Good 3-Excellent 
2-Good 
6. Rate the performance of Good - 2-Excellent 


the project director 2-Good 
: : 1-Poor 
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TABLE 2: CENTRAL STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 


(continued ) 
Director 


57 


pa I 


Questions 
C. General Management 


D. 


“1. Do staffmembers have 


personnel manuals? 


2. Are staftmembers clearly 
informed of their duties 
and responsibilities? 


3. Is responsibility for a 
task coupled with corres- 
_ ponding autnority to 
carry it out? 


4. To whom do the staffmembers 
report? ; 


‘5. In what manner and how often 
does the staff report? 


6. Does the staff receive 
regular supervision? 


7. Rate the supervision the 
staff receives 


8. Are the employees subject to 
orders from more than one 
source? 


9, What are the sources? 


10. Is there an even distribution 
of. workload among staff? 


Staffing Process 


1. How did you hear about the 
job with MEPI? 


2. Was your previous employment 
similar to your position 
with MEPI? 


3. As a project employee, has 
the project raised your 
income level? 


4. Has the project employment helped 
develop useful skills for you? 


5. Has the project employment improved 


your career status in terns of 
future employability? 


Yes 


Yes 


Director & Board 
of Directors 


Orally & written 
monthly 


No 


Poor 


Yes 


NA 


_ No 


MCO Education Committee 


2-Yes, always 
1-Yes, often 
T-Yes 
1-Na 


1-Yes 
1-Sometimes 
3-NA 


3-Project director . 
2-Director & Board of Directors 


}-Daily orally/Monthly written 
1-Both as necessary 

1-Both daily 

1-Both monthly 

1-Orally daily 


4-Yes 
1-No 


}-Excellent 
3-Good 
1-Poor 


3-Yes 


-2-No 


2-Director & Board of Directors 
1-Project Director & CEC Coordinator 
2-NA 


4-Yes 


1-No 


2-MCO and project staff 
1-MCO and Manpower office 
1-MCO 

1-SF Examiner 


4-Yes * 
T-NA 


4-Yes 
1-No 


5-Yes 


5-Yes 
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TABLE 2: 


( continued ) 


CENTRAL STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 58 


Questions Director Staff 
6. Has it helped you towards -- 5-Yes 


your future career goals? 


List any training the staff 
received at MEPI. 


E. Intrastaff Communications 


1. Describe the system of Orally only 5-Written memos and oral communication 
in-house communication 
2. What role do staff meetings None 1-None 
play in the overall operation 1-Staff development and project 
of the project? coordination 
3-NA 
3. When are staff meetings held? Never 1-Never 
4. Is there an arena for idea No 3-Yes 
sharing at all levels of the 1-No 
project? 1-NA 
5. Are staffmembers opinions or Often 3-O0ften 
suggestions given consideration? 1-Rarely 
1-NA 
6. If a change in scope or respon- Yes 1-Yes 
sibilities should occur, are all 1-Sometimes 
persons involved clear about the 1-No 
effects of these changes? 2-NA 
7. How would you rate staff morale? Fair 4-Good 
. 1-Poor 
8. What do you like about your job? NA 1-Varied activities 


MEPI provides none 


(1) The number of hours and 


3-On the job exposure 

1-Demonstration of electronic 
equipment by volunteer 
technician 

1-NA 


1-Close relationship with school site 


3-Working in the community 


1-NA 


9. What do you dislike about your job? 
1-"Project needs some coordination. 
I am often stopped in the middie 
(2) Having to write proposals of things. Office rules need to 
but not having enough be set up and abided by." 
time. l-Lack of communication between M=PI 
and CDA, within this agency, and 
the rather chaotic school system. 


days to be worked. 
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were administered questionnaires, their responses providing the data 
base for the findings on central staff process. These findings cen- 
tered around the general areas of: staff and performance objectives, 
general management, intrastaff communications, and recordkeeping and 


reporting. 


Under the heading of staff and performance objectives, the evalua- 
tion included the staff, classification data, job descriptions, 29 
and performance ae oes. In brief, the classification data showed 
(see Tapie® 2) cHetspace to be predominantly female, Spanish-English 
bilingual, Mission Model Neighborhood residents. The director as 
well as two other staffmembers were college graduates, and two of 
the other staffmembers had attended some college (one to three 
years). At least four of the five staffmembers had been employed 
prior to their present positions, the director having taught com- 
munity relations in the SFUSD and at City College. When asked 
about the relevance of their job descriptions, four of the five 
staffmembers, in addition to the director, answered that their 
activities did correspond to the job descriptions. The director 
and two staffmembers thought, however, that their job descriptions 
needed to be revised due to the changing demands of their positions. 
When asked to rate the work performance of the project director and 


themselves, the staff rated themselves highly ("excellent" N=3 


20For complete job descriptions, see Appendix. 
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and "good'' N=2), and the director highly ("excellent" N=2 and 
"good" N=2) with one exception (''poor' N=1). In response to 

a question concerning performance reviews, the director candidly 
stated that ''there have been no appraisezls for staff performance, 


and;no reviews...."' - 


The main areas of examination under the heading of general manage - 
ment were supervision, coordination of activities, and the staff- 
ing process. First, the staff agreed with the director that they 
arerciearly intormed, of ¢heirsduties and responsibilities; there 
was, however, no response from three staffmembers when asked if 
"responsibility for a task is coupled with corresponding authority 
to carry it out," along with one "yes" and one response of "some- 
times." The director and three of the staff said that the staff 
are subject to orders from more than one source’, the sources being 
the director and the board of directors. This corresponds ciosely 
to the staff's answers that they report to the project director 

(3 staffmembers) and to the director and the board (2 staffmembers). 
In any event, the director stated that the staff does not receive 
regular supervision (in contrast to 4 staffmembers saying that they 
did). When asked whether there was an "even distribution of the 
workload,'' the director and one staffmember answered "no," while 


the remaining four staffmembers said "yes." 
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Questions concerning the staffing process centered primarily around 
hiring and training. The director and four of the staff members heard 
about their position from the Mission Coalition Organization. Four 
of the staffmembers replied that the position they occupied was 
similar to their previous employment. Although four of the staff said 
that the project employment raised their income level, and all five 
said that the project employment had helped to develop useful skills 
for them, improved their career status, and helped them towards 

their ‘career goals, there was apparently no training provided by 

MEPT for the central staff. “This “does not preclude, of course, the 


on-the-job exposure that some of the staff perceived as training. 


Intrastaff communication dealt with staff meetings, feedback 
systems, and staff morale. In response to the question, "What é 
role do staff meetings play 7 the overall operations of the pro- 
jectia the director, in ey refreshingly honest manner, replied, 
"none." With the exception of one See loyal, new staff- 
member whose reply was "staff development and project coordination," 
the staff did not contradict the director's answer. The system of 
in-house communication appears to be primarily oral, though some 

of the staff mentioned written memos as well. Although the director 
said that there is no ''tarena for idea-sharing at all levels of the 
project,'' she said that staffmembers opinions or suggestions are 


given consideration "often." Three of the staff agreed that this 
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was the case, while one replied "rarely" and one didn't answer at 
all. When asked "If a change in scope or responsibilities should 
occur, are all persons involved clear about the effect of these 

changes?,'' the director said "yes," while the four staffmembers of 


longer tenure; replied, "sometimes" jand,“"no." 


The director rated staff morale as "fair," whereas four staffmembers 
rated morale as "good," and one gave a rating of "poor," (it is 
hardly surprising that the staffmember giving this "poor" rating 
left his: MEPI job soon afterwards). When answering "What do you like 
about .your job?,"'. Three of the staff mentioned working in the 
community, While, the,others replied, “the waried activities...” 

and ''the close relationship with the school site."' In response 

to ‘what they disliked about their jobs, the two staffmembers of 
longer tenure stated: ./‘The project, needs, some:-coordination; J 

am often stopped in the middle of things. Office rules need to 

be set up..." and noted a "lack of communication between MEPI 

and CDA, within this agency and the rather chaotic school system." 
The director's response concerned the long hours and extra days 
required by the workload and, in the same vein, the continual 
necessity of writing proposals, but not having enough time in which 
to.do that... (it as o£ mote \here that sthe..director. requested 


technical assistance from CDA with regard to seeking alternate 
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funds but did not receive any such assistance. 


When initially asked if records and reporting are comprehensive 
enough for control purposes, the director and staff answered 
"yes."" Findings on recordkeeping output and reporting used for 
monitoring project's progress are delineated in the section on 
component operations. The primary findings on fiscal record- 
keeping are based on data from the recently completed audit report. 


For a detailed examination, please refer to the Fiscal section. 


Component Operations 

Following the previously established administrative priorities, the 
component process evaluation will be concerned with staff perfor- 
mance objective, general management, intrastaff communications, and 
recordkeeping and reporting. Due to the project's administrative 
structure and complex distribution of responsibilities, the evaluation 
report will present findings for each component individually with 
emphasis on the Tutorial component and the Cultural and Equipment 
Center. A general description of the Workstudy component and the 


Career Opportunities Program follows thereafter. 


21 ae ' 
See Table 5: Ratings MEPI Administrative Structure and 
Function, 
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Tutorial 

The MEPI Tutorial componentis, to réiterate from an earlier section, 
administered through the office of the San Francisco Unified School 
District. Because SFUSD school site personne] have some responsibility 
for administration (principals) and on-going, direct interaction 
(teachers) with MEPI paraprofessional staff, the evaluation enlisted 
principals and teachers as a data source on the Tutorial component's 
process. This is in addition to the liaison workers (N=8), a non- 
randomly selected sample of tutors (N=32), Workstudy tutors (N=6), 

and the project director. It should be noted that the questionnaires 
unavoidably were distributed at the 10 target schools during the 

last two weeks of the 1974-75 school year. The responses obtained 

are thus susceptible to selection bias with both SFUSD and MEPI para- 
professional staff. An additional source of possible error, 
especially in MEPI tutor and liaison responses,‘ was the strong element 
of social desivability to present the project in a consistently 


positive light. 


In assessing paraprofessional staff and performance objectives, the 
evaluation found (see Table 3) that the liaison workers were female, 
primarily bilingual (4 Spanish and Engiish; 3 Tagalog, Ilocano, and 
English), Mission Model Neighborhood Area residents, with children 

in MMNA schools. Half of the liaison workers were coilege graduates 


in either Education or Liberal Arts, while two had not completed 
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TABLE 3: _PARAPROFESSIONAL CLASSIFICATION DATA 


LT 


Liaisons (N=8) _ Tutors (N=32) 
Se A a ca a Slt ha ra pac ee ea © Bie 
Age 1 2721 to.00: 2 = 3) to 40; T=amder 21) 17) =-21) to. 303 
4 - 31 to 40; 9 - 41 to 50; 
5 =" 4141650 1 - 51 to 60 

Sex 8 - Female 31 - Female; 1 - Male 
MMNA resident 6 - Yes; 2 - No 28 - Yes; 4 - No 
Have children in 
MMNA school 7 - Yes; 1 - No 18 - Yes; 3.- No; 1 - NA 
Are you bilingual 7 - Yes; 1 -_No 26 - Yes; 6 - No 
Other languages 4 - Spanish 16 - Spanish; 8 - Tagalog 
speak and write 3 - Tagalog and Ilocano 1 - Spanish & Tagalog; 1 - Chinese 
Highest level of 1 - 8th grade; 1 - 11th grade 12 - high school; 7 - some college 
education completed 1 - high school; 1 - some college 9 - college grad; 4 - post grad 


4 - college graduate 
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high school. The goal of the liaison worker, as stated in the pro- 
ject analysis (see Appendix), was: to coordinate the parent tutors 
in order to maximize their effectiveness and to increase parent and 
community knowledge of and their participation and involvement in 
the educational process. When asked whether their current job de- 
scriptions correspond with their activities, all eight liaison work- 
ers said "yes," though six thought that the job description should 
be revised. The liaison workers' performance (see Table 4) was 
"excellent" according to seven of the eight liaison workers, and 
“excellent” (N=20) and "good" (N=10) according to the majority of 
tutors (including Workstudy tutors). The teachers' ratings of the 
liaisons were more scattered: 8 said "excellent," 12 said "good," 
13: "fair," 3: "poor, 19:5 sno: answer. The principals” ratings 
were "excellent" (N=4), ''good'" (N=1), and "poor" (N=3) with one no 
answer. Principals who rated thair liaison workers poorly made 
the following comments: 

“The parents were put. off by the lidison worker” 


"The liaison didn't handle problems well, especially with 
the Gutors* 


"Parent liaisons were not needed in the role they took as 
foreman" 


In addition the director stated that in her opinion the liaison 
workers had not been effective in their role. (For further dis- 


cussion of liaison workers see neighborhood impact, ) 
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TABLE 4: TUTORIAL COMPONENT ADMINISTRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 


SEUSt PARAPROFESSIONALS 
Questions Principals Teachers Tutors Workstudy 
“(N=9) (N=55) (N=32) Tutors 
(N=6) 
A. Staff & Performance Objectives: 
1. Job Descriptions (See Appendix) 
2. Classification Data (See Participant Impact) 
B. Performance Ratings 

1. Do you have a job -- -- 25-Yes -- 
description for 
your position? 

2. Do your current : -- -- 20-Yes -- 

activities corres- 
pond with job 
description? 

3. Should your job -- -- 7-Yes -- 
description be 17-No 
revised? 8-NA 

4. Rate liaison 4-excellent 8-excellent 18-excellent. 2-excellent 
worker performance 1-good 12-good 9-good 1-good 

3-poor 13-fair 3-fair 3-fair 
1-NA 3-poor 19-NA 2-NA 

5. Rate tutor 2-excellent 2l-excellent 15-excellent 3-excellent 
perforinance 5-good 22-good 9-good 3-good 

l-fair 8-fair 8-NA ; 
1-NA 2-poor 
2-NA 
C. General Management: 

1. Are you clearly -- -- 20-always 2-always 
informed of your 6-often 1-sometimes 
duties and 2-sometimes 2-rarely 
responsibilities? l-rarely l-never 

l-never 
2-NA 
2. To whom do you -- -- 1751iaisons 2-principals 


report? 
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6-teachers, 
principals, 
& liaisons 

3-liaisons & 
teachers 

2-para.office 

1-teacher 

1-MEPI 

2-NA 


EVALUATION 


]-teacher 
1-MEPI 
1-"sign in" 
1-NA 
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Liaisons 
(N=8) 


8-Yes 


8-Yes 


6-Yes 
2-No 


7-excellent 
1-good 
3-NA 


7-excelilent 
1-NA 


6-always 
2-often 


4-Director 
& princi- 
pal 
1-Director 
1-Principal 
l-para. 
office & 
Director 


ne. | 


DIRECTOR 


(N=1) 
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TABLE 4: TUTORIAL COMPONENT ADMINISTRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 68 
(continued } 
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* SFUSD PARAPROFESSIONALS DIRECTOR 
Questions Principals Teachers Tutors Workstudy . Liaisons 
(N=9) (N=55) (N=32) Tutors (N=8) (N=1) 
(N=6) 
3. How often and in what (Liaison worker -- 12-orally -- l-orally -- 
manner do you report? to principal) daily 4-both -- 
4-oral 2-orally 2-both daily 
5 reports weekly 1-both 
4-both 4-written weekly 
1-NA monthly 
3-"when: 5-both daily 
needed" 4-both 
5 weekly or 
monthly 
3-when 
needed 
4. Do you receive -- -- 25-Yes 4-Yes 7-Yes -- 
regular supervision? 5-No 2-No 1-No 
2-NA 
5. Rate the supervision -- : -- 19-excellent 2-excellent 2-excellent = -- 
you receive 9-good 4-good 6-good 
3-fair 
1-poor 
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Similar to the liaison classification data, the MEPI tutors (see 
Table 3) were predominantly female (31 females, 1 Male), bilin- 
gual (16 Soanish and English, 8 Tagalog and English), MMNA 
residents, and 18 were parents of children in MMNA schools. 
Twelve of the tutors sampled were high school graduates, and 
seven sipaueeaies “some college." There were nine tutors with 
college degrees in either Education (N=6) or a liberal arts 
field (N=3). Four of the tutors had done graduate work, two 

of them having completed Master's Degrees in Education. The 
goal of the tutor was to provide tutorial services to MNA 
pupils on a one-to-one or small-group basis (see Appendix). 

The majority of tutors said that their current activities corres- 
pond to their job descriptions, although three said ''no" and 
nine did not answer. Of the 30 tutors responding, only 7 felt 


that their job descriptoins should be revised. 


Eighteen tutors (still including Workstudy tutors) rated their 
work performance as "excellent," twelve as "good," and eight 
did not answer. The seven liaison workers responding rated 
the tutors' work performance as "excellent.'"' Of the 53 
teachers answering, 21 rated the tutors' work as "excellent," 
22erated:then-as;?'good "1S as o''fais.") atid) only? 2tas, “poor 3" 


Of the teachers' comments on the tutors the most respresentative, 
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to summarize, seemed to be: "The tutors have been most efficient 
in aia eee while the small percentage of "fair" and "poor" 
ratings were reflected in other teacher comments such as: ‘''The 
tutor was difficult to understand because of a heavy Filipino 
accent,'' and "I've had a succession of ee unreliable turors .)! 
The principals rated the tutors as "excellent" (N=2), "good" (N=5), 
"fair'' (N=1) and one no answer. In contrast to her comment on 

the liaison workers, the director felt that the tutors had been 


effective in their role. 


Under the catrgory of general management, the liaison workers 

and tutors were first asked if they were clearly informed of 
their duties and responsibilities. Six liaisons said "always," 
and two said "often." Twenty-two tutors said "always," six 

said "often,'' three said "sometimes,'' Three said "rarely," 

two said "never," and two didn't respond. The liaison workers 
said they report to the project director and the principal (N=4), 
the director only (N=2), the paraprofessional office and the 
director (N=1), and an principal only (N=1). Although 17 tutors 
said that they reported to the liaison workers, the remaining 
tutor answers were varied (see Table 4). On the subject of super- 
vision, only one liaison worker said that she did not receive 


supervision regularly. Of the tutors, 29 said that they received 


regular supervision, 7 said that they didn't, and two did 
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not answer. The liaison workers rated the supervision received 
as "excellent" (N=2) and ''good" (N=6). The tutors rated their 
supervision as "excellent" (Ne2i) 0 Ugood' 'agne=iS),cand "fair" 
(N=3). Because the project director had continued close contact 
with the operations at the school sites, she was asked to rate 
the effectiveness of the supervision in the Tutorial component. 
She felt that the supervision of the liaison workers by the SFUSD 
was poor, whereas the supervision of the tutors by the liaison 
workers was good. When asked about coordination of activities, 
most of the liaison workers (N=6) thought that there is "an even 
distribution of the workload.'' Twnety-six tutors agreed, seven 
disagreed, and fivedidn't answer. Of those tutors answering 
"no,'' two commented that "some tutors do more than others..."! 


and "some tutors have only one or two children." 


Similar to the examination of the central staff, the emphasis 
for the Tutorial component staffing process was on hiring and 
training. Both the liaison workers and tutors had heard about 
the MEPI jobs from several sources; in order of frequency. these 
were: the San Francisco Unified School District, the MEPI staff, 
and the Mission Coalition Organization. When asked who deter- 
mined their placements, the paraprofessionals' answers referred 
to the SFUSD, the Paraprofessional Office of the SFUSD, the 


school site personnel, the MEPI director, and assorted combinations 
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.of the above. In response to the question, "Were you given a 
choice as to your placement?'', 5 of the 6 liaisons answering 
Sain no} as Well ase) Ob Ciba o UULOrs atiswerine. “Five or 
the fourteen tutors answering "yes" were Workstudy tutors. 

Even though most were not given a choice as to their placement, 
many of the paraprofessionals (N=24) said that there was a 
particular reason for their receiving their placements. Two 
liaisons and four tutors said that they received their place- 
ments because they were site parents. Four other tutors (two 
of whom were Workstudy tutors) said that their schools needed 


bilingual tutors and their skills determined their placement. 


Concerning staff training, the current MEPI project analysis 
states under "specific services and key activities" the fol- 
lowing: "In-service training of paraprofessionals in the 
Tutorial program. Fifteen hours of training for paraprofes- 
sionals will be provided through regular channels of the SFUSD 
prior to the start of the program in September and during the 
year on an on-going basis'' (see Appendix). When asked to list 
any training they received while working for MEPI, ail eight 
liaisons listed "In-service math and reading for 24-27 hours". 
Of the four workstudy tutors answering, two said 'none'' and 
two said "on-the-job" exposure. Of the regular tutors, 23 


listed "In-service at the Teacher Learning Center," 2 said 
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“math in-service," 5 said “on-the-job” experience, and 2 did 
not answer. A recurrent theme among the teachers, in addition, 
was the need for more qualified paraprofessionals, both in 
terms of initial hiring and more adequate in-service training. 
When asked, "Between what school site and paraprofessional 
groups are there regular meetings?,'' there was a varied range 
of answers from both the paraprofessional and SFUSD site staffs. 
The liaison and director meetings (N=3); liaison and tutors; 
and liaison and principal mwwtings (N=2); liaison, principal, 
and tutor meetings (N=2); and liaison, tutor, and teacher meet- 
ings (N=1). Nine of the tutors said there were tutor and 
liaison meetings; five said teacher, liaison, and tutor meet- 
ings; others said there were meetings between liaisons, 
parents, and principals (N=2); principals and teachers (N=1); 
liaison, tutor, and principals (N=1); and parents and teachers 
(N=1). The teachers, for the most part, did not answer the 
question. Seven teachers said they had meetings with the 
tutors. One said she met with the tutor and liaison worker 
and one said she met with the principal regularly. Five of 
the principals didn't answer the question. The answers from 
the other principals were: liaison and tutor; and tutor and 
teachers met (N=1); principal, liaison, and tutors met (N=1); 


and one said: There were meetings but they weren't necessary." 
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When asked what the meetings concerned, pupil needs were the 
most prevalant, followed by project goal attainment and admin- 
istrative problems. Another recurrent theme found in several 
strong comments from teachers and tutors was the need for a 
regular planning time between teachers and tutors both during 


the Semester* and pricr tovthe startof the School*year: 


Although many of the tutors and liaison workers cited a need 
for more hours, higher pay, fringe beneeaesy better facilities 
for the tutorial activities, increased sensitivity on the part 
of the teachers, and more contact with other project-associated 
personnel, the overall feeling among the tutorial staff was one 
of enthusiasm for the project. When asked to say what they 
liked about their jobs, the liaison workers' and tutors' an- 
swers centered around watching the children improve, contact 
with the teachers and parents, and increasing their understand- 
ing of the educational process. The Workstudy tutors' answers 
were essentially the same, with the additional comment that 

one tutor liked pEhebomporennie: to help the disadvantaged in 


a paying job with hours that allow me to continue my education." 
The procedures for recordkeeping and reporting from the various’ 


tutorial sites were in a state of development and refinement 


during the duration of the evaluation period. This is in addition, 
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as it were, tO a recent restructuring of the information requested from 
CDA's MIS Unit. Undoubtedly this accounts to some degree for the 
inconsistency and questionable dependability found both in the CDA 
files: and at thesMERl-otfiee. “Hopefully, “this. yestructuring of 

MIS will help change the situation summed up by the MEPI director as 
follows: "Requesting information from CDA obfuscates the issue. 

We have been so confused trying to follow what CDA says should be 
done, then find out that it is all oral and is then changed." 

The director established many liaison and tutor report forms, 

which were not centralized for use until the end of the evaluation 
period. Primarily these forms gathered monthly information on 

the children in the tutorial, information that had been glaringly 
lacking up to that point. Although this still leaves unanswered 

any immediate information on the tutored students' changes in 

actual achievement (pre- and post-standardized testing), it could 
begin to identify which children are participating in the tutorial. 
Of utmost importance is the further refinement of a working flow 

of this data from the school site to the MEPI office so that it 


can be utilized for decisionmaking. 


In addition to the above, most of the staff (both MEPI and SFUSD) 
rated recordkeeping and reporting as "excellent" or "good.'' When 
asked "Do you rely exclusively upon operating and accounting reports 


for information about your organization?" The director said, "no", 
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she used these in conjunction with communication with parents, 
community people, attending meetings, and visual observation. 
Table 5 presents ratings from SFUSD personnel (administration, 
principals, and teachers) as well as MEPI administration and 
staff on 12 elements of the tutorial administration. The data 
are largely inconclusive, due, perhaps te the eee portion of 
"no responses" stemming from the end of the school year 
questionnaire administration. The range of answers was inter- 
preted as one indication of the range of implementation styles, 
and differences in need among school sites, another constantly 


emerging theme in the data (see neighborhood impact). 


Cultural and Equipment Center. At the time of the evaluation 
there was a Cultural and Bourpment Center (CEC) coordinator 
and an assistant coordinator, both members of the MEPI central 
staff, Thus the amdinistration of the Cultural and Equipment 
Center was somewhat covered in the presentation of data for the 


MEPI central staff (see both Table 2 and Appendix). 


The director, however, stated that since the CEC has its own 


coordinator, it was thought of as being a separate entity. It 


is doubtful whether the coordinator at the time of the evaluation 


understood that this was the director's perception despite the 


fact that the job description specified "minimal supervision." 
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TABLE 5: RATINGS OF MEPI ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION 


SFUSD 


Questions Administration Principals 
: (N=1) (N=9) 

1. Assessment of Fair J-excellent 
Participant 4-good 
Needs 2-fair 

1-poor 
1-NA 

2. Definition of Good T-excellent 
Project Goals 5-good 

‘ 2-fair 
1-NA 

3. Goal Attain- Fair l-excellent 
ment Strategies 2-good 
(Planning) 4-fair 

2-NA 

4. Organizational Fair l-excellent 
Structure 4-fair 

_1-poor 
3-NA 

5. Staffing Fair. 1-good 
Patterns 4-fair 

l-poor 
3-NA 

6. Citizen Fair -- 
Participation 

7. Recordkeeping Fair 2-good 

3-fair 
1-poor 
3-NA 

8. Reporting Fair 1-good 

4-fair 
]-poor 
3-NA 

9. Budgeting Excellent 1-good 

l-fair 
7-NA 
10. Equipment NA 3-qood 
2-fair 
4-NA 


Teachers 
(N=55) 


5-excellent 
15-good 

7-fair 

5-poor 
23-NA 


5-excellent 
11-good 
12-fair 

6-poor 
21-NA 


5-excellent 

8-good 
l1-fair 

7-poor 
24-NA 


4-excellent 

8-good 
12-fair 

3-poor 
28-NA 


3-excellent 
12-good 

&-fair 

2-poor 
30-NA 


2-excel lent 
10-good 
2-fair 
6-poor 
30-NA 


2-excellent 
12-good 

6-fair 

5-poor 
30-NA 


2-excellent 

2-good 

3-fair 

4-poor 
44-NA 


2-excellent 

4-good 

4-fair 

7-poor 
38-NA 


Board 
(N=7) 


2-excel lent 
3-good 
1-poor 

1-NA 


4-excellent 


-]1-good 


]-fair 
1-NA 


l-excellent 
3-good 
2-fair 


3-excellent 
1-good 
j-fair 
]-poor 

1-NA 


l-excellent 
4-good 
1-fair 

1-NA 


l-excellent 
1-good 
3-fair 
1-poor 

1-NA 


3-excellent 
1-good 
l-fair 
l-poor 

1-NA 


2-excellent 
3-good 
l-fair 

1-NA 


2-excellent 
2-good 
2-fair 

1-NA 


Director 
(N=1) 


Poor 


* 


Fair 


Poor 


Poor 


Good 


Poor 


Good 


Good 


NA 


MEPI 


Staff 
(N=5) 


l-excellent 
1-good 
1-poor 

2-NA 


l-excellent 
3-good 

1-NA 

1-NA 


2-good 
2-fair 
1-NA 


l-excellent 
2-good 
l-fair 

1-NA 


2-good 
1-poor 
2-NA 


3-good 
j-fair 
1-NA 


4-good 


* J-NA 


Yes 


3-good 
l-fair 
1-NA 


2-good 
2-fair 


—1-NA 


4-good 
1-NA 


Paraprofessional 
(N=46) 


ll-excellent 

19-good 
5-fair 
3-poor 


9-excellent 
22-good 

4-fair 

3-poor 

&-NA 


ll-excellent 

16-good 
7-fair 
3-poor 


7-excellent 
23-g00d 

4-fair 

3-poor 

9-NA 


7-excellent 
23-good 

5-fair 

3-poor 

8-NA 


10-excellent 
19-good 
2-fair 
7-poor 
8-NA 


11-excellent 
18-good 
7-fair 
2-poor 
8-NA 


7-excellent 
14-good 

8-fair 

5-poor 
10-NA 


3-excellent 
16-good 
11-fair 

6-poor 
10-NA 
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TABLE. 53. RATINGS OF MEPI ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION 78 
( cont inued) 


SFUSD : MEPI 
Questions — Administration Principals Teachers Board Director Staff Paraprofessional 
(N=1) _ (NF9) (N=55) (N=7) (N=1) (N=5) (N=46) 
Pe a ie ge a a me en ee 
17. Room Fair 2-good 3-excellent 4-good Poor 2-good 6-excellent 
Facilities 2-fair 6-good 2-fair 2-fair 13-good 
1-poor 7-fair 1-NA 1-NA 10-fair 
4-NA 7-poor 8-poor 
32-NA 9-NA 
12. Seeking of -- -- -- -- Poor l-excellent 
Alternate 2-good 
Funds ig l-fair 
1-NA 


* Requested technical assistance from CDA 


79 


At the time of the evaluation, the CEC coordinator's primary 
activities consisted of lending out equipment and materials 
to schools and community organizations. When asked for her 
comments on the effectiveness and structure of the Center, 
the director strongly suggested that the CEC coordinator's 
activities should conform more closely to those stated in 
the job description specifically with regard to initiating 
contacts with schools and community organizations. Further- 
more, he should be knowledgable about the use and maintenance 
of the Magevei ani and other pieces of equipment, and the 
CEC should be able to provide instructional services in 


addition to providing equipment and materials. 


In’ another aspect of administration, the CEC coordinator and 
assistant coordinator stated that records and reports were 
adequate for control purposes, Whereas the Cultural and 
Equipment Center coordinator had provided a list of the 
equipment, including costs, housed at the central project 

office during the course of the evaluation, no reference was 
made to approximately $20,000 worth of equipment from MEPI ''on 
loan" to the ten target schools. The project director indicated 


that although the value of this "loaned equipment" is recorded 


*2piease see operational problems and institutional impact for 
further discussion of this issue. 
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in project files, the individual school principals cannot, for the 
most part, account for its whereabouts. For further discussion of 


the; CEC inventory, please refer to the Fiscal section. 


With regard, however, to the equipment and materials housed at the cen- 
tral project office, the school personnel (N=16) and community organi- 
zation personnel (N=7) sampled agreed that they were required to sign 
out for equipment and materials for a specific time period, and that 


they consistently received requested materials and equipment. For the 


most part, the quality and condition of the CEC equipment and materials 


were satisfactory to the 16 participants. Several community group 
people said, however, that the audio-visual equipment needed better 


maintenance. 


Workstudy. Based on records from the MEPI central staff, the number 
of workstudy students during the evaluation period ranged from 17 to 
24. Of these, the number of MMNA residents ranged from two to six. 
All students but one from San Francisco State University were 
attending City College of San Francisco. The majority of workstudy 
students were bilingual and male. Of the workstudy students actually 
sampled, however, only half were male. Aside from tutor placements, 
workstudy students were placed at the Central MEPI office and at other 
community organizations. The only workstudy students responding to 


the evaluation questionnaire were tutors, so the direct data on admin- 
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istration of this component have been presented in the section on 
the Tutorial component process. Additional comments on specific 

areas of the Workstudy component will be presented under partici- 
pant impact, as the evaluation emphasis for the Workstudy 


component was on product. 


Career Opportunities Program. The Career Opportunities Program 


was never a major focus of the MEPI evaluation. This is because 
the COP is being evaluated as a whole elsewhere, only one of the 
COP students returned, aquestionnaire, and the COP director never 
returned the questionnaire, Needless to say, the time of the 
questionnaire administration (end of school year) and phase-out 
of the COP makes this lack of response understandable, however 
frustrating. When the MEPI director was asked, "As a director 

of MEPI, do you feel coordinating and serving as a-‘point of con- 
tact between the SFUSD and COP is an appropriate function?," she 
answered ''yes...the only problem is that it never happened. COP 


had their own director and it was very touchy." 


The MEPI evaluation, to conclude, did not examine the Career 


Opportunities Program due to a lack of participant data and because 


as a component of MEPI, there was nothing substantial to assess. 
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Resident Employment 


In line with the Model Cities emphasis on resident employment, 
the evaluation collected data on the nature and extent of such 
employment for the central and component staff of MEPI. 

Although information on quality of personnel, the staffing 
process, and training has been presented in a preceding section, 
some of these areas, especially relevant to resident employment, 


will be further developed here. 


When asked "What was the extent of Mission Model Neighborhood 
Area resident employment in project operations?,'' the MEPI staff 


and SFUSD site personnel answered as follows: 


Director Central Liaisons Tutors Workstudy Principals Teachers 
(N=1) Staff (N=8j=. “(N=32) Students (N=9)) (N=55) 
(N=5) (N=6) 
Some Great Great Great Some Great Great 
extent=l1 extent=2 extent=5 extent=12 extent=3 extent=3 extent=5 
Some Some Some None=2 Some Some 
extent=3 extent=3 extent=8 extent=2 extent=5 
NA=1 
Slight Slight Slight 
extent=2 extent=1 extent=2 
NA=10 NA=3 NA=43 
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The central staff uniformly stated that employment priority was 
given to MMNA residents. To reiterate from the staff classifi- 
cation data, four of the six MEPI central staff were Model 
Neighborhood eee Although Table 2 shows that the MEPI 
director is one of the non-MMNA residents, it is notable that 
her work for and alliances to the Mission community are well- 
known to the residents there. The quality of her work perfor- 
mance was generally rated highly and in some cases with avid 
enthusiasm. One boardmember, representing the SFUSD, mentioned 
specifically the director's energy and her effectiveness as an 
advocate for the project and the Mission community. Another 
member of the board of directors said of the project director: 
"She is extremely capable and hardworking; could be more diplo- 
matic in certain circumstances, but the realities of the 
situation generally require a type of direct action which often 
results in repercussions."' During the evaluation such repercus- 
Lanehee ce the form of occasional comments from some of the 
various people sampled to the effect that more emphasis should 


be placed on the needs of the kids and less on local politics. 


The director rated the quality of the central staff's work 


performance as follows: 
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"Good" - staff secretary, an MMNA resident} 


"Fair'' - Cultural and Equipment Center coordinator, 29 


a non-MMNA resident; 


"Fair'' - three (recently hired) CETA staffmembers, 
all MMNA residents. 


In examining the staff's backgrounds (see Table 2), residents and 
nonresidents alike had prior experience related to the MEPI jobs. 
As stated previously, there was no training for the central staff; 
however, all five staffmembers (four of them MMNA residents) said 
that the project employment helped to develop useful skills for 


them. 


The majority of MEPI tutors and liaison workers sampled stated 
that they were Model Neighborhood residents (see Table 3). The 
difector indicated some dissatisfaction, however, with resident 
employment in the Tutorial component. She questioned the accu- 
racy of declared MMNA residents, haynes come across several 
cases in which Mission addresses were given falsely, in response 
to the stated=pricritcies for hiring (see Appendix). Moreover, 
she felt that CDA had not taken a sufficiently strong stand with 
the SFUSD with shea to hiring MMNA residents for the Tutorial 
and it was*difficult, therefore, to “get*SFUSD to hire all Model 
Creres=testucntss  Itis1srim spire -OF the tact tnac tne protecr 


did most of the recruitment for SFUSD. 


23cEC coordinator has resigned since the evaluation period. 
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Citizen Participation in Administration and Policymaking 


A foremost source of citizen participation and input into the 
administration and policymaking of the Mission Education 
Projyects,yelnc.s ee found in the project's board of directors. 
The MEPI by-laws require that the board be composed of no less 
than nine and no more than eleven members with the representation 
consisting a parents, two school administrators, two repre- 
sentatives of the Board of Education, and one member at large. 
The by-laws, moreover, define the responsibilities of the board 
as follows: 

(1) The, board of directors: shalj, appoint. all, officers 
of the organization; 

(2) lhe board) ot directors shall ‘conduce and control «the 
affairs and business of the organization and make 
Tiles consistent with the laws of the: State, of 
Cali forma; 

(3) The board of directors shall incur indebtedness and 


Makemcontmacesr was. 


At the time of the evaluation questionnaire administration, there 
were only eight members of the board of directors, most of whom 
were Mission residents. Information was collected from seven of 
these eight members. The board was then made up of: the Vice- 


President of the Board of Education, an MMNA elementary school 
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principal, a teacher, a student at San Francisco State University, 
an MEPI paraprofessional, an attorney (serving as chairperson), a 
field representative for then-Senator Moscone, and a community 
parent, who did not return the questionnaire. Altogether, six of 
these members were parents. When asked, "Do you represent yourself 
or do you represent a specific group on the board?," those 
answering said "myself" (N=3), "myself and children at large" (N=1), 
"community parents" (N=1), and the Filipino Education Commission 
(N=1). Four members were serving as officers on the board and all 
said that they attended the monthly meetings "always" or "fre- 
quently."' All five answering said that they knew the view of the 
community in regard to the problem areas the project addresses it- 


selfetot 


When asked to describe the function of the board and the power it 
possesses, the chairperson said that the board was an "independent 
body to direct the operation of education projects in the Mission 
for the benefits of its residents."' Others said that the board 

was to oversee, implement, and administer the program and that the 
board was to ''direct the project and make recommendations on the 
citizen participation level.'' The chairperson said that the board's 
activities included making policy decisions, contract negotiation, 
staff selection, project proposals, and general decisionmaking. 


When asked, "What was the extent of citizen participation in project 
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planning and operations?,"' those answering said there had been input 
tova "great extent" (N=3): end. .to. “some; extent"! .(N=2).. And when 

asked about the nature of CP in project planning and operations, 

three boardmembers. mentioned input from the Education Committee of 
the Mission Coalition Organization, one said 'MCO and feedback from 
parents and school sites," and one said that there was an open citizen 


participation where everyone was welcome. 


As was obvious from the board's answers, the Education Committee of 
the Mission eae tian Organization was a consistently significant 
source Of ici bi zeneinput inte ithe MEP laactivities. -lnufact, the MCO 
Education Committee24 had been active when the project. needed to be 
restructured in 1971 and continued as an ongoing source of input, 
monitoring, and planning through connections with the board and the 
project director. During the evaluation period, the Education Com- 
mittee met weekly with an estimated regular attendance o£a25 to 30 
residents who became active in MEPI as paraprofessionals (see 


neighborhood impact). 


Another group receiving attention in the evaluations examination of 
citizen participation in the Mission Education Project, Inc., was 

the Education Subcommittee set up by CDA. To further reiterate from 
the section on history, subcommittees were designed to maximize citizen 
participation and provide regular input to CDA and related committees 


oa see section on history. 
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and to work in coordination with CDA's CP unit. With the initial 
intent of collecting citizen feedback on MEPI, the Evaluation nit 
requested the CP Unit to call a meeting of the Education Subcom- 
mittee so that questionnaires could be administered. Whereas lit- 
tle useful information was ‘in fact eat on MEPI due to the 
small turnout of residents who were not actually MEPI staff,25 

the questionnaires did help to clarify the place of the Subcommittee 
as a source of meaningful citizen participation into MEPI. When 
asked about the primary function of the Education Subcommittee, the 
majority of people did not answer. Those answering said that the 
function was to help inform and organize Mission parents and to 
improve the quality of education and "to oversee Mission Education 
projects but it seems to have little real activity to my knowledge." 
An additional comment was, ''The primary function has never been 
clear.'' When asked, "Under what circumstances are Education Subcom- 
mittee meetings called?," the handful of people answering said 
"whenever necessary" and "as situations arise."' When asked to 

give the date of the most recent meeting, most did not answer, many 
gave that day's date, and many said they didn't know. A few 
referred to a meeting held immediately prior to the questionnaire 


administration, called evidently for the primary purpose of approving 


2°MEPI staff were the only people, as it turned out, answering the 
questions on MEPI, thus biasing the information. 
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the evaluation questionnaire prior to its administration. The 
overwhelming conclusion from the data collected was that the Sub- 
committee did not meet with any regularity. It seems doubtful, 
therefore, that the Subcommittee was actively serving the function 
for which it was created--"'to ensure that widespread citizen partic- 


ipation is accomplished... ."26 


sais and City Year-end Report 1973-1974, San Francisco, p. 4 
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Planning, Monitoring, and Evaluation 
To\ maintain the vitality and relevance’ of.projects such as MEPI 
aimed at community needs, an on-going and effective system of 
planning, monitoring, and evaluation has been recognized as 
essential to the Model Cities concept. Maximum responsibility 
for such technical assistance to the projects was delégated to 
CDA, with the need for this assistance increasing each year as 
the phaseout date for Model Cities funds grew nearer. Despite 
the fact that technical assistance was-critical to MEPI at the 
beginning of the contract period (1974), CDA was unable to 
effectively'fulfill this*function at’that time due primarily to 
a lack of committed funds. With a later promise of some guaran- 
teed funds, Model Cities proceeded to strengthen its capacity 
for technical assistance in 1975 by hiring additional staff in 
various departments, In the meantime, the MEPI director, hired 
in November 1974, had already begun to conduct necessary needs 
assessments, collection of some data on the components, and 
seeking of alternate funds receiving limited assistance.~/ 
The needs assessment found in the 1974-75 contract prepared by 
CDA's planning unit had not been updated since 1970, prior to 


desegregation of San Francisco schools. Although the general 


27 The capability of an MEP director to assume a planning function 
was a primary reason for incorporation of the project in May 1974. 
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educational characteristics of the target population remained 
essentially the same, the proportion and location of MMNA 
children in the schools had not been identified following the 
implementation of busing. In an interview, a SFUSD administrator 
defined the major project problems as a lack of definition of 
participant needs and specifically of project objectives in the 
project analysis. To maximize MEPI's impact on the target pop- 
ulation of MMNA children, the project director surveyed the 
schools, identifying their proportion of MMNA students and median 
achievement leveles. The Tutorial component was implemented 
initially in the 10 elementary schools showing the highest propor- 


28 


tion of MMNA children—approximately 50%. Following the on-site 


data collection for the evaluation in May, other schools were 


added, having met the basic requirement of a 25% MMNA pupil 


composition. 7? 


. 


Although CDA's MIS unit has since developed output monitoring forms, 
little effective monitoring of-the project's output by CDA occurred 
during the evaluation period. Similarly, the only evaluation prior 


to this report on MEPI was a quarterly assessment done in 1972. 


a Oeee participant impact for descriptions of these schools. 


2Iwnile MEPI and SFUSD agreed on expansion in February 1975, 


this was not implemented until May, when CDA gave final 
approval. 
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Recognizing the need for information on participant characteristics 
and tutorial activities, the director developed reporting forms for 
use at the school site and began implementing their use at the end 
of the 1975 school year. Improved monitoring and utilization of 
evaluation efforts should help to provide meaningful feedback for 


future planning. 


While the imminent phaseout of Model Cities funds has produced the 
recognition by both the project and CDA that planning efforts must 
focus on securing alternate funding, the director has received no 
substantial assistance in this area. Despite the fact that the 
director has been successful in obtaining ESAA funds for 1975-76, 
she repeatedly expressed the need for assistance in the time-con- 
suming location of appropriate funding sources and writing of 
proposals. °9 Assistance in this area remains crucial for the 
survival of the project and to maximize its adaptability to 


changing conditions. 


Cother proposals either suhmitted or in preparation by the project 
director are: Title X EDA, Jobs for Progress; Gifted and Talented 
Children Proposal; Ethnic Heritage, Metric Education; ESAA Math 
Proposal; State Bilingual; S.F. Foundation Staff Development ; 
Health Education; Drug Education for Elementary School Students, 
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Fiscal 
The audit completed recently (ending June 30, 1975) by Peat, 
Marwick and Mitchell of the Mission Education Projects, Inc., 
was concerned primarily with the "internal accounting control 
procedures of the project based on the San Francisco Model 
Cities Program Operating Agency Manual...and the area of com- 
pliance with respect to the contract terms and conditions...."""} 
In the area of internal control, the audit found that the pro- 
cedures of the project were adequate for the purpose of CDA 
with the exception of the following areas: 

(1) Journal entries should be adequately explained 

and approved by the project director. 
(2) Bank reconciliations should be approved by the 
f project director after they are prepared. 
(3) Property records should be maintained and periodic 


inventories taken to assure that all property is 


accounted for. 


With regard to the area of project compliance, the audit recom- 
mended the following: 
(1) Maintenance of accurate financial records is the 
responsibility of the project and the books should 
be "periodically monitored to assure that they are 


accurate and current." 


3lEyom the MEPI audit draft, February 1976 
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(2) Ledger cards or index cards should be maintained for 
nonexpendable property, and equipment labels should 
be utilized for all equipment and furniture. 
As per standard audit procedures, the assumption was made that subse- 
quent to the audit examination steps have been taken, or are in the 


process of being taken, to strengthen these weaknesses. 


In addition to the audit findings supplied by Peat, Marwick and 
Mitchell, a cost-benefit ratio was estimated for the Tutorial, 
Cultural and Equipment Center, and Workstudy components. A break- 
down of manhour utilization was also computed for the Tutorial 
component, and a survey of the frequency of equipment usage by 
cost-of-item for the Cultural and Equipment Center was compiled. 
The role of cost-benefit analysis is summarized by Weiss: 'In 
essence, the cost-benefit analyst attempts to identify the benefits 
of a program, both tangible and intangible; he looks at the costs 
of conducting the:program, the diréct and indirect; then he tries 
to put them into a common unit of measure- -dollars. The ratio of 
benefits to cost is an indication Of the return that society is 
getting from its investment in the program." > In actual practice, 
however, defining the direct and indirect costs of project activi- 


335 


ties and benefits is often difficult. The result of this 


32Weiss, Carol, Evaluation Research p. 85 


33Scriven, Michael, "Evaluation Perspective and Procedures," 
Evaluation in Education, Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corp., p. 85 
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difficulty is that interanalyst reliability is often low and that 
“Che usdel level of consideration 15 pretty superficial .">4 In 
other words, as Weiss points out, "differences in assumptions 


[can | result in cost-benefit conclusions for the same program 


that differ by orders of ragnitude."'59 


Understanding, then, ‘the relative fluidity “of cost assumptions in 
social programs, one may most productively undertake a cost-benefit 
analysis by clearly defining the assumptions being made. Table 6 
presents the assumptions made in the course of the current analysis 
of the Tutorial, Cultural and Equipment Center, and Workstudy com- 
ponents. No attempt was made to comprehensively include indirect 
costs for these components, such as those associated with admin- 
istrative staff salaries and overhead. Similarly, no attempt was 
made tosrsolate indirect benefits for the components, Such’ as the 
cost of services provided to the community organizations or schools 
by Workstudy student placements, or the benefits to the school of 
parent meetings held as a result of parents contacted by liaison 
workers. The cost-benefit ratio (the manthly average) for these 
components are presented in Table 7 for the survey period 10/1/74 
through 5/30/75. Due to school vacation periods, the survey period 
S4tbid., p. 85 


35Weiss, Carol, Evaluation Research,p. 85 
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> = Tutors Salaries 


(42) 
Liaison Worker 
Salaries (3) 


# Pupils Tutored 

# of Paraprofessionals 
Employed 

# Of Pupii's parents 
contacted by Liaison 
Worker 


TABLE 6: 


Components 


Cultural §& Equipment Center Works tudy 
dye GOORdINatomS 1. Funds given 
Salary to's. F.iCity 
College and 
Sf a.otate 
University 
Le Of Schools 1. # of Students 
Served—Monthly X Emp loyed 
2. # of Community 
Organizations 


Served—Monthly X 


DEFINITIONS OF COMPONENT COST AND BENEFITS 
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Beneficiaries 


Benefits Costs Cost-Benefit Ratios Served per $1000 


Components 


TUTORIAL | 1. 500 pupils served 1. $7,659 Tutor salaries $18.02 per Student 55 Students Served 
2. 1,551. L.W. Salaries Tutored 
9,010 In Supervising 
Tutors 
2. 32 Parents Pee ola en ala rson $42.22 per Parent 24 Parents Served 
contacted by Salaries J Contact 2 
Liaison 
Be 50 Paras 1-°$10,501" Total Salaries 207 Paraprofessionals 20 Paras 
Employed Projected 
Cultural Monthly Mem = 1. $ 500 In Coordinator $19.23. per School or 
And 26 Schools and Salary 3 Organization 50. 2 Fochaols oF 
Equipment Organizations Organizations 
Center Served 
Workstudy |{1. 20 Students i. 3° 650 $32.50 per Student 4 30.7 Projected 
Employed Students 
i ARGS SOS oe Boe oe a a en ee a ane Me See Asem toe e | 


TABLE 7% MONTHLY AVERAGE OF COST-BENEFIT RATIOS 
; 10/1/74 — 5/30/75) 


1. % liaison wrker time allocated to tutor supervision; 4% to community work; 


2. Parent contacts result also in parent meetings and time spent in other community meetings. 


3. Not including $3,981 spent on replacing van during evaluation period or money spent after 
survey period on equipment purchases; 


4. Represents $172.50 in actual value due to matching federal funds 4:1 
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represents seven month of actual service. The figures used are 
based on CDA and project records as well as, in some cases, on- 


Site observation conducted during the evaluation. 


Table 7 shows that for the 7-month survey period 500 children 
were tutored at a monthly cost in paraprofessionals' salaries 
of $18.02 per child. In addition to: the children tutored, 50 
paraprofessionals, many of whom were previously unemployed 
Model Neighborhood Area residents, were employed. Along with 
the cost-benefit ratios, manhour utilization was computed for 
the Tutorial component. During the survey period, MEPI employed 
42 tutors for 3 hours a day. Using the average of 4.33 weeks 
per month, this amounted to 65 tutor hours per month. For the 
7-mMonth period the estimated total of 19,110 total hours was 
divided among the 500 children served resulting in 5.5 hours 
per month per child or approximately 15-20 minutes of tutoring 


per child per day. 


With the intent of comparing cost-benefit ratios for MEPI's 
Tutorial program with a similar (though not directly compara- 
ble) program in the public schools, information was collected 
from the ESEA office on cost-benefit ratios for the same 10 
target schools. Based on data projected for the 1975-76 school 


year, 117 ESEA paraprofessionals served 2,746 children for 570 
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hours per day total. Using, again, paraprofessional salaries only 
only as a measure of cost, the cost of service was $15.11 per 
child per month, a slightly lower cost per child than the MEPI 
tutorial of $18.02 per child per month. It is important to 
reiterate that this superficial form of cost analysis does not 
result in absolute findings and may be best utilized as an esti- 
mate of the Peracaonsn10 Of Denmer tus to costs. 

In addition tothe cost-benefit ratios presented for the Cultural 
and Equipment Concer and Workstudy components, an estimate of the 
total cost of equipment borrowed per month during the survey 


period Tsupresented an: Taple 3. 


In’ the course of an attempt to assess the efficiency with which 
the equipment and materials of the Cultural and Equipment Center 
were used, it became obvious that some discrepancy existed with 
regard to the Cultural and Equipment Center inventory. That is, 
the inventory presented by the Cultural and Equipment Center 
coordinator to the CDA Evaluation Unit during the period of data 
collection differed greatly in total value from inventories com- 
piled in 1972 and in January 1974. In.the 1972 inventory, the 
Cultural and Equipment Center had $24,282 worth of equipment with 
$13,866 worth of equipment assigned to 13 elementary schools. In 


the 1974 inventory, the total value was listed as $22,015, with 
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Total Cost ot Equipment 
Borrowed 


11/74 S “On725 


12/74 $ 8,510 
1/75 $ 9,000 


3/75 $ 7,377 
4/75 G12, 027 


5/75 $ 13,502 


E = $65,672 x = 9,381 per month 


Most Frequently Utilized| 
Equipment 

Portable Television, video 
Tape Machines; 
Power Units, Amplifier; 
slide projectors; Movie 
Peozvectors), ily... Gameras - 
200m lens; Tape 
Recorders; Tripod; Tool 
Box sets; 
Phonographs; Cultural 
Library books and 
Siides: 


TABLE 8: COST OF EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS 
BORROWED BY MONTH 
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no reference to the $13,866 worth of equipment at the schools. 

The list presented to the Evaluation Unit in 1975 showed an inven- 
tory worth $11,988, again with no reference to equipment at the 
schools. This suggests a loss of $10,027 worth of equipment and 
materials from the 1974 inventory at the project office alone. 

In any event, it appears that an appraisal of the current value 
of the Cultural and Equipment Center would certainly be in order 
both at the project office as well as at the elementary schools. 
This coincides, furthermore, with the audit finding concerning 


property records. 
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Product Findings 


Institutional Impact 

In addition to the findings en the project's. process, the MEPT 
evaluation presents data on the impact of the project on the 
sponsoring Neca ae pan=Franciseo. Uniiied School District. 
Attitudes, on institutional impact (see Table 9) were collected 
from the SFUSD administration, principals, teachers, the MEPI 
project director, board of directors, paraprofessional staff 
(including workstudy tutors) and in some cases, community 
parents. (he questions centered on the effect of the Tutorial 
program on on-going SFUSD operations and participating 
personnel. 

The impact of the project on on-going SFUSD operations was viewed 
with respect to administrative change and the level of coordi- 
nation between the project and the school district. When asked 
if the project has had "innovative implications for SFUSD," the 
majority of school district personnel answering said "no." A 
couple of teachers commented, however, that there is now more 
individual instruction, and one principal cited an increase in 
community involvement in education. The MEPI director thought 
that the project had "innovative implications for the SFUSD" 


whereas the board of directors' and paraprofessional staff 
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TABLE 9: ATTITUDES ON INSTITUTIONAL IMPACT - TUTORIAL COMPONENT 


Neighbor- 


SFUSD MEPI STAFF hood 

Questions © Administration Principals Teachers Board Director Paraprofessionals Parents 

(N=1) (N=9) (N=55) (N=7) (N=1) (N=46) (N=15) 

1. Do you think MEPI No 1-Yes 14-Yes 2-Yes  1-No 18-Yes 
will be continued 6-No 11-No 4-No 16-No 
without Model Cities 2-NA 30-NA 13-NA 
funds? 4-No 12-No 9-No funds 

si funds funds ; 

2. Do you think MEPI No 1-Yes 7-Yes 3-Yes  1-Yes 14-Yes 
has had innovative 4-No 12-No 2-No 10-No 
implications for : 4-NA 36-NA 2-NA 22-NA 
SUFSD? 

3. Is SFUSD more Yes 3-Yes 7-Yes 6-Yes 1-Yes 29-Yes 11-Yes 
responsive to needs 1-No 13-No 1-NA 9-No 1-No 
of MMNA residents 5-NA 35-NA 9-NA 
as a result of MEPI? 

4. Has MEPI initiated Yes 2-Yes 9-No 8-Yes 
any changes in 1-No 46-NA 12-No 
district policies 6-NA 26-NA 
and procedures? 

5. Do you think there Some 3-Some 1-Much 1-Much 1-Some 14-Much 
has been an improve- improvement 1-No 11-Some 5-Some 12-Some 
ment in the relation- 5-NA 2-No 1-NA 3-No 
ship between SFUSD 41-NA 17-NA 
and Mission community? 

6. Have SFUSD school NA 5-Yes 12-Yes 4-Yes_ _1-Yes 23-Yes 
personnel become more 1-No- 10-No 2-No 7-No 
sensitive to community 3-NA 33-NA 1-NA 16-NA 
problems? 

7. Have you become more Yes 5-Yes 13-Yes 
censitive to community 2-No 12-No 
problems? 2-NA 30-NA 

8. Are SFUSD personnel Yes 3-Yes 10-Yes 4-Yes Yes 22-Yes 
better able to provide 2-No 7-No 2-No 9-No 
relevant services? 4-NA 38-NA 1-NA 15-NA 

9. Are you better able to Yes 3-Yes 14-Yes 
provide relevant 2-No 11-No 
services? 4-NA 30-NA 

10a.Do you think SFUSD NA 4-Yes 6-Yes 11-Yes 
administration have 5-NA 6-No 11-No 
changed their 43-NA 24-NA 
perception of MMNA 
population? 
b.Do you think SFUSF 3-Yes 9-Yes 13-Yes 
teachers have changed 6-NA 4-No 12-No 
their perception of 42-NA 21-NA 


MMNA population? 
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TABLE 9: ATTITUDES ON INSTITUTIONAL IMPACT - TUTORIAL COMPONENT — 104 
(continued) 


SFUSD X MEPI STAFF - Neighbor— 
Administration Principals Teachers -Board Director Paraprofessionals Parents 
(N=1) (N=9) (N=55) (N=7) (N=1) (N=46) (N=15) 
11. Has your perception Yes 1-Yes 10-Yes 
of MMNA population 3-No 9-No 
changed? 5-NA 36-NA 
12. Have, you modified any NA 1-Yes — 4-Yes 
approach or procedures 3-No 17-No 
as a result of response 5-NA 34-NA 


to MEPI? 
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answers were divided. In explaining her answer, the director said 
that some principals now meet with MEPI staff, board, and volunteers, 
that there has been an increased awareness of MMNA needs and con- 
cerns "downtown," and that in Spring 1975 "three Latin women were 
appointed as principals.'' One MEPI boardmember thought that the 
project changed a negative attitude of SFUSD toward a community- 
controlled organization operating within the school system utilizing 
uncertified personnel. Despite these strong individual opinions, 
there was a high number of no answers from both the SFUSD and MEPI 
staffs in response to the question of "innovative implications," 
making conclusions difficult. The answers to the question, "'Has 
MEPI initiated any changes in district policies and procedures?" 
were likewise inconclusive due to the large proportion of no 
answers (see Table 9). The SFUSD administrator questioned said 
"yes,'' as did two of the three principals responding. All nine 
teachers answering said "no."' The paraprofessionals answering 
said "yes" (N=8) and 'no'' (N=12). When asked, "Have you modified 
any approach or procedures as a response to MEPI?,"' only one 
principal and four teachers said "yes," with three principals and 
seventeen teachers answering ''no;'' the rest did not respond. Of 
the teachers, one mentioned that there had been a modification 


of language components. 
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When the SFUSD administrator interviewed was asked, "What has been 
the level of interagency coordination (between MEPI and SFUSD) as 
related to similar projects?," he answered that the coordination 
had been greater than with other projects. He said that although 
MEPI is small compared to other state-supported programs such as 
ESEA, he works daily on the project and closely with the director. 
The principals, on the other hands wrated tthe level <of *coordination 
as’ “aboutnthe Ssamevas other pro)ccrsti(N=1)> “less thancother pro- 
jects" (N=2),;> and “don't know' (N=3)5; three principals didn't 
answer the hakcoaens The principals rating the project—SFUSD 
coordination as "less than other projects,'' made comments that 
there had been a lack of communication in the past between MEPI 
and SFUSD, and that, in certain schools, there were organizational 
problems in MEPI and "double the normal amount of bureaucracy." 
The teachers did not answer the question for the most part (N=37). 
Of those who did they said, "greater than other projects" (N=1), 
"about the same'' (N=3), "less than other projects" (N=1), and 


"don't know'! (N=3). 


Although one principal, some teachers (N=14), two MEPI board mem- 
bers, and some of the paraprofessionals (N=18) thought that MEPI 
would be continued without Model Cities supplementary funds, the 
SFUSD administrator, MEPI director, and six principals did not 


think so. The lack of funds at SFUSD was mentioned repeatedly 
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as the reason for this latter outlook. For example, one principal 
added that MEPI would probably be included in ESEA because of lack 


of SFUSD funds. 


Most of those answering thought there had been "some improvement" 
in the relationship between the SFUSD and the Mission community 

as a result of the project. The director attributed the improve- 
ment to the fact that the "Mission Coalition Organization 
Education Committee is always there as a backup organization to 
make sure that certain things are implemented.'' This was similar 
to the paraprofessional comment that the improvement in the SFUSD— 
MEPI relationship was due to "community pressure," and the teacher 
comments that "parent involvement is 'in'," and "SFUSD likes to 
put on a good show."' One principal, on the other hand, credited 
"better MEPI leadership and communication" for’ the improvement he 
saw. One teacher who said that no improvement had occurred be- 
tween the SFUSD and the Mission community thought that programs 
like 'MEPI contribute to fragmentation of San Francisco and school 


children." 


And when asked, 'Is SFUSD more responsive to the needs of MMNA 
residents as a result of MEPI?," the SFUSD administrator, MEPI 
director, most MEPI boardmembers (N=6), most paraprofessionals 


(N=29), and parents (N=11) sampled said "yes.'' The MEPI director 
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gave examples of this increased responsiveness by citing "the 
school being built at 19th Street and Folsom in the MMNA" and 
the fact that Bryant, an MMNA school, was not being closed as 
planned. Likewise, one boardmember said that there was a 
"change in SFUSD from hostility towards the project to accept- 
ance and finally acknowledgement of the worth of the project 
and mutual benefits." Soren of the twenty teachers answering 
and three out of four principals agreed that SFUSD had become 
increasingly responsive. One of these principals said, "yes, 


in response. to, pressure... !' 


In looking at the impact of MEPI on SFUSD personnel, the eval- 
uation emphasis was on the effect on professional adequacy and 
on‘attitudes. The answers to '"'Have SFUSD school personnel 
become more sensitive to community problems?" were as follows: 
the director said "yes,'' the boardmembers' said "yes" (N=4) and 
"no (N=2), and the paraprofessionals said "yes" (N=23) and "no" 
(N=7). Similarly, the principals answered ''yes' (N=5) and ''na" 
(N=1),as.did,.the teachers (12 "yes" and 12 "no"). The SFUSD 


administrator did not answer, but when asked more specifically, 


"Have you become more sensitive to community problems?," he said 


he had. The principals' and teachers' answers to this question 
were, "yes" (S principals,13 teachers): and."no!" (2, principals, 


12 teachers). Some of the SFUSD personnel saying ''no" stated 


MODEL CITIES ———— EVALUATION 1976 


“aoe rt eee hapastte:5? 
hie “A\iNS, a, he eadin Spi Hyer dite saraCyng 
nM dale guia, Te ere a ee Hine Till’ tue) eal? 


: ina 


7 2 RE RI 14? oy ee ; vs y oO eli na! TVTT 
' : 

i oh Ane Ti rerass ! » i Py 2 ay Alam @ i) q/ af? 
0 ee ee ee We Gi Aare! io Ve VF LEI ou Oe ‘g 
Nii aheely Hives wots y “er: ee 2) ee 
ie I : vel Lath 0) ve ; CO Tut fie 

2 ¥ i alg d : 1 pry en) oJ pr} @ iy 

+ 

Ae Sanuessy wd 
vA (wee ett % U9 TA ASGeee SUS ca POAT al 
live ar y ; ae tbe TOM Ghose ware a 
wf Paty ie <wovit?) OQ? Ego tere aber 13 70° 
( i = § reals. ito as ‘Ww 6a a ho rite Se i 
lava “eis? Wire fHiheme) load ats "egy Bb) se Tose Vay his 
aT f 7 - | may" H Mi ; Hole steyuaty 2 iil 7 ine : q 2 [) nani? 


Hn) B06 (oe) ele! Soe Mids Sieh ee wh). (laa tine HL Nat) 


Tes int. A i ny lire ae" 64) wigttscas oid Ete ee, be 7 


| a TREE wt ithe en Find iy deen aor ils 7asuaebpiaacs, 


Lea anf aia, Petes 3 VET Bears. te omc unre whe 


* ri av yedriri 
bb iy ot as : sie a4 a) emia : : : iil 
a 


aed at | ore 5 aan ares: a=: yy 


109 


that they had "always been sensitive."" Other SFUSD personnel 
said that they "now see bilingualism as a positive factor," 
“have become aware of the disproportionate amount of funds for 
Mission Kids," and "see the need for cultural identify in the 
educational system through tutors.'' In response to "Are: SFUSD 
personnel better able to provide relevant services (to MMNA 
students)?," the director, four boardmembers, and twenty-two 
paraprofessionals said "yes" (see Table 9). The SFUSD admin- 
istrator said "yes," as’ did "Sof the S principals answering 
“Are you DELLSr wie tO provide rezevant services:,” said “yes” 
(SFUSD administrators, 3 principals, 14 teachers) and "no!' 


(2 principals, 1i> teachers). 


When 4sked, "Do you think SFUSD administration have changed their 
perception of the MMNA population?," all 4 principalsand half of 
the 12 teachers answering said "yes.""' Half of the 22 paraprofes- 
sionals responding agreed. When asked "Do you think SFUSD teachers 
have changed their perception of the MMNA population?,'' all 3 prin- 
cipals answering said "yes," 9 of 13 teachers, and 13 of 25 para- 
professionals said "yes.'"' One of the liaison workers said, ''There 
had been a realization that teachers can ask for help from MMNA 
residents.'' On the other hand, a tutor said, "The faculty is 
hesitant to single out the MMNA resident instead of favoring him."' 


This was similar to one teacher comment that she was "weary of Mission 


MODEL CITIES ————— EVALUATION 1976 


on —) 


4 


A fia 


ieee helttden Ai Se ae me 


Ine te Faeeh @feae 12 gen alt - ts @ ne ae eva"? 
af Sbqi is; res eae | at @bs™ Birk" ek wo lact 
ini? ji 9 omy ) Agiriect® sessie ignsheaciie’ 
Aas ivmn Lis QO Vidh eta ietuADTAT 
ai i... M5 ore alt”, ; Jue liots 
iii a} ; oy” FHL 4tere AtAteyeriag - 
i 3 Tot Aan? ‘ nisugad 
i : a ty re ol eos atsrti p40 4 ra! 
t ae foyiorors cou ni) t@] 
Le = a) 
} gyi pi) het sane Sra WR tS a : ' Sa tca anil, 
io Ved ‘lik oes NG OR ie Hate APM dis-\o toler 
cia sie rae ie Viel "ewe! tase) SiPssw iguey, OJ. oily 
F — oe 
eyelids, 1 fold? ime? boven petd jlearas atl a ~ élayaks “So 
svi 2, 4d Viet fel rey (ROA Fa re itpatet Meant Sgn oven 7 a 
rs 
ah ee cry tte 0" tot! bine oot peas a) nlo- 


sae” Abts ne Cir MOR LREL Sits) a and “veirg Line ¢ ino herstong: y 
aide "4 Pal setae sinh i ths Pah tt 
, ne enon inal im * ei bot, 


.-_" 


110 


special interest groups.'' When SFUSD personnel were asked, "Has 
your perception of the MMNA population changed?,'' the SFUSD 
administrator answered "yes" along with 1 principal (out of 4 
answering) and 10 teachers (of 19 answering). 

Although the Tutorial component was a main concern in the 
examination of the project's impact on sponsoring institutions, 
some data were collected on the effect of the CEC on the 

San Francisco Unified School District. The questions were 
directed at the me OL, CECsuSe on, theverticiency, of the 
learning process and on existing SFUSD resources. Sixteen 
schools were sampled, three of which were target schools, but 
36 


as there was a consistently high percentage of no answers, 


the findings must remain speculative. 


When asked, "Has the availability of the MEPI learning and 
cultural materials and equipment increased the efficiency 

of the learning process at SFUSD and enriched curriculum?," 
both of the school representatives answering said it had "to 


some extent."' One of these specifically thought that the art 


56End of school year administration contributed to this. 
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Materials, consumables, and films had been of greatest help. 

Four of the school representatives said, that similar aids were 
used "sometimes" before equipment and materials were available 
from MEPI's CEC (12 no answers). In response to the question, 
"What equipment does SFUSD have for art, music, foreign language, 
andnbicnbturalpawarenessw(i.es; records,“ films, booksysetcy) 7)" 
three school representatives said they had everything necessary 
including art supplies, another said that his school had media 
displays and films but it was necessary "to dig' for them, one 
school BRE Se said that this school had books, films, and 
records from the SFUSD bilingual program, another principal 
stated that his school had purchased adequate cultural and multi- 
media equipment with ESAA Title II money. The last school 
principal answering said that his school had a basic audio-visual 
collectfoniwitherecards, films, tapes, “projectors, and screens 
and that the bilingual office had materials for teachers wishing 
to have them. He added that photography and darkroom equipment 
were unavailable. In response to the question, '"'Are SFUSD equip- 
ment and materials readily available?,"' 11 school representatives 
said "yes" and 2 said ''no.'' The people answering "no" said that 
there was "difficulty obtaining requested films, but the school 
has ‘plenty of projectors," and “red tape." \Ofmthe 11 ‘people 


saying "yes," 3 agreed that although audio-visual equipment took 


some digging, the procedures were generally not overly complicated. 
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Another principal, however, said that deliveries from SFUSD took 
two weeks. One junior high school representative said that ESAA 
materials were not available for his school. Five school repre- 
sentatives said that they knew of other resource centers similar 
torthe-MEP) CEC forssésat“SFUSD: and four said: theydidmnot. 
When school representatives were asked, "Of the various sources 
of equipment and materials, which do you prefer to use?," the 
answers were as follows: 


English as Second Language (ESL) and ESAA program 
are well supplied and extensive (N=3); 


Compensatory Education school, with equipment of 
our own (N=1); 


Prefer to be independent through Title II and 
establish multimedia, multicultural resources (N=1) 


SFUSD resources are adequate and relevant, better 
to spend money on tutors (N=1) 


Philippine and Chinese centers (N=1); 


Have photo equipment, cultural and equipment, and 
kiln press at school (N=1); and 


Didn't know about the MEPI Cultural and Equipment 
Center (N=1) 


In addition, one person said that equipment and materials should 
be accompanied by a knowledgeable person and three said that 
they wanted a cee inventory with CEC materials. All of the 
schools housing CETA gardening programs were unaware that the 
garden tools were from the’ MEPI Cultural and Equipment Center. 


The gardening program, combining equipment with instruction, 
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.was very successful from all reports. 


The level of coordination between the MEPI Cultural and Equip- 
ment Center staff and the SFUSD and the effect on SFUSD 
personnel was impossible to estimate based on the persons 
sampled during the evaluation. This was due largely to the 
generally low level of interaction between the Merl CEC 
coordinator and SFUSD personnel. The most consistent finding 


was, however, the need for MEPI's CEC to greatly increase the 


publication of its services. 


No information was collected on the institutional impact of the 
Workstudy program (apart from those in the Tutorial component) 
because the evaluation was conducted at the end of the school 
year and the non-tutor workstudy students had little or no 


interaction with other major institutions. 
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Participant Impact 

The most significant product of the MEPI was its effect on the 
people directly participating in its operations. The groups 
involved vary among project components and so the evaluation 
presents data on participant impact individually for the Tutor- 
ial component, the Cultural and Equipment Center and the Workstudy 
component. Within each component, the focus of the evaluation 

was on participant characteristics and the project's impact on 


these participants. 


Table 10 presents data on the number of students tutored, the 
percentage of MNA residents and bilingual tutees, the 1974-75 
reading and math score percent differences from the district 
median on standardized achievement tests, number of tutors, 

and other special educational programs at each of ‘the 10 target 
schools. — These schools were: Alvarado, Bessie Carmichael, 
Bryant, Buena Vista, Douglas, Edison, Hawthorne, Marshall, 
Patrick Henry, and Sanchez. During the spring 1975 semester, 
there was a range of 2 to 5S MEPI tutors servicing between 30 

to 17 tutees at each of the 10 schools. Forty to one hundred 
percent of these tutees were MMNA residents and twenty to seventy- 
eight percent were bilingual, according to staff estimate. 


Children were referred to the Tutorial by teachers at all schools, 
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TABLE 10: 


School (Grade) Other Special Number of * Number of 
oO Programs in MEPI Tutors MEPI Tutees 
percent minority School Per Month Per Month 
Alvarado(k-3) ESAAW ESE 3-5 40-56 
§S=24. 34 ESEA EGE 
F=16.9% SB-90 
n/b=22.5% Bilingual 
(Spanish) 
Bessie- ESAA = SESE 4-5 52-58 
Carmichae}(4-6) ESEA 3 
SS=23.4% YMCA after 
F=28. 2% school 
n/b=21.1% 
Bryant(k-3) ESAA © ESEA 3-5 44-67 
$s=51.2% 
f= 5.9% 
n/b=13.4% 
Buena Vista(k-3) ESAA ESL NA NA 
§$=38.5% ESEA COP 
f= 4.4% Reading 
n/b=18.0% Specialist 
: Bilingual 
(Spanish) 
Study Teacher 
Douglas(K-3) ESAA SESE 4-5 : 50 
SS=26./% ESEA : 
foesele 
n/b=17.8% 
Edisor{ 4-6) ESAA ESL 3-4 30-50 
§$=34.5% ESEA SB-90 
f= 5.0% Bilingual 
n/b=26.7% (Spanish) 
Hawthorne(k-3) ESAA ESL at 53-77 
5$=56.05 ESEA SB-90 
= 2.1% Bilingual 
n/b=12.5% (Spanish) 
CETA 
Marshall1(k-3) ESAA ESE 2-4 : 44-5] 
$5= 36.2% ESEA SB-90 
f=13.0% Bilingual 
n/b=17.7% (Spanish) 
Patric ESAA ESL 3-5 46 
Henry(4-6) ESEA  SB-90 
-$8=25.0% 
f= 7.8% 
n/b=16.0% 
Sanchez(k-3) ESAA ESL 4-5 40 
ss=1/.2% ESEA 
f= 8.4% St. John's 
n/b=26.8% Tutoring 
Bilingual 
(Spanish) 
District Percent Minority 
i (4-6) 
ss=15.5% §$=13.9% 
f= 8.8% f= 9.0% 
n/b=30.7% n/b=32.0% 
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NOL ito 


Number of 
MNA Tutees 
Per Month 


75-100% 


71-85% 


69-87% 


NA 


100% 


60-93% 


40-72% 


"80-89% 


(100%) 


Number of 

Bilingual 

Tutees Per 
Month 


48-78% 


76-77% 


44-64% 


NA 


70% 


51-74% 


57-69% 


54% 


ss *- Spanish Speaking 


f 


n/b - Negro/Black_ 


Reading Score 

% Difference 
From District 
Median('744*75) 


- 18% 


-8% 


- 18% 


~6% 


+29% 


-9% 


-12% 


-15% 


-12% 


- Filipino 
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Math Score 

% Difference 
Frem District 
Median('74-'75 


-8% 


-11% 


-24% 


+295 


-13% 


-13% 


.) zai oayery > Ae Par ; ¢ 1 AY ad fea 4 


with parental consent. The SFUSD standardized achievement test 
scores for the years 1969 through 1975 were examined for the 10 
target schools and the percent differences from the district 
medians in reading and math computed and presented in Figures 14 
through 17. Although these test scores are not traceable to the 
children participating in the MEPI Tutorial (making before and 
after comparisons and precise conclusions impossible), they do 
illustrate the measured achievement levels at the 10 schools, 
providing a backdrop by which to understand the initial and on- 
going conditions “there, Itocan be seen> “for example, that, the 
10 target schools with some exception, have been below the state 
medians for the years sampled. The percent of Spanish-surnamed 


and Filipino students were as follows for 1974-75: 


; Alvarado SS=24 . 3% 
F=16.9% 

Bessie S8=23-4% 
Carmichael F=28 .2% 
Bryant SS=51.2% 
F= 5.9% 

Buena SS=33..5% 
Vista F= 4.4% 
Douglas SS=26.7% 
Fo 3al% 

Edison SS=34 .5% 
F= 5.0% 

Hawthorne SS=56.0% 
P=e2 75 
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FIGURE 14: READING SCORES-% DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TARGET SCHOOLS AND DISTRICT MEDIAN 
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FIGURE 16: READING SCORES-SPANISH-SURNAME AND FILIPINO DIFFERENCES FROM ay 
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FIGURE 17: MATH SCORES-SPANISH SURNAME AND FILIPINO % DIFFERENCES FROM 
TARGET SCHOOLS AND DISTRICT MEDIAN 
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Marshall SS=36,24 
F=13.0% 
Patrick So22530% 
Henry © F= 7.8% 
Sanchez SS=17 . 2% 
F= 674% 


For the overall dustrict; the percents: were as. follows: 


Grades K-3 SS=15.5% 


Grades 4-6 SS=13.9% 


Of note is the fact that whereas achievement levels for Spanish- 
surnamed students have been regularly below the district medians 
in both reading and math, the achievement levels for Filipino 
students have been at or above the districte (see Figure 16 and 
Figure 17). Each of the schools had ESEA, ESAA (compensatory 
education and integration programs), as well as numerous other 
special programs during the spring semester 1975. Multiple 
programs, of course, complicate the task of isolating the 

effect of one program, such as MEPI's Tutorial, on the schools' 


measured achievement levels.°/ 


s’Note: This multiple program approach must have been partially 


responsible for forestalling the acceleration of the 
downward trend in achievement scores that was anticipated 
by the SFUSD in response to the growing proportion of 
minority pupils-from 60 to 73%-and as discussed in 


Supplements to Text-SFUSD Test Reports 
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Table 11 presents data collected by the CDA Evaluation Unit 

for spring 1975, during the last two weeks of the school year, 
at the 10 target schools. This table shows that tutors served 
children in grades K-3 in four schools, K-2 in one school, 1-3 
in one school, 2-3 in one schools, and 4-6 in three schools. 
The specific structure of the Tutorial activities varied great- 
ly between schools. Most schools utilized both individual and 
group tutoring depending on the individual tutor, classroom 
Situation, and child's need. A few tutors served as "floating" 
teachers aides, helpins anyone in ‘the class, while others had 
a regular core group of tutees for the entire semester, and 
others helped individual children for as long as they required 
extra attention. The number of sessions and subsequently the 
length of time per session varied similary across schools (see 
Table 11). The sessions ranged in time from 15-20 minutes to 
three hours. The content areas included intensive assistance 
in reading, math, and language skills, as well as assistance 
with general classwork. The tutors observed worked in the 


classroom, in the library, and out in the hall. 


To reiterate from the section on methodology, no baseline data 
or SFUSD test scores were ever collected specifically on the 
tutorial students; it was necessary therefore to base evalua- 


tions of pupils' recipient impact on judgements from principals, 
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TABLE 11: TUTORIAL COMPONENT ON-SITE OBSERVATIONS 


ee eee 


School 


Length of 
Time Per 
Session 


12] 


Content 
Areas 


(a 


Alvarado 


- 


Bessie 
Carmichael 


Bryant 


Buena Vista 


Douglas 


Edison 


Hawthorne 


Marshal] 


Patrick 
Henry 


Sanchez 


Grades Number of Number of Individual vs. Number of 
With Tutors Sessions Group Tutoring Tutees Per 
Tutorial Observed Observed Session 
K-3 ee 8 1-Individual 5-6 Tutees 
2-Group 1-4 to 5 
-5-Both Tutees 
1-4 plus 
Floating 
1-Floating 
4th-6th 4 8 3-Individual 1-2 to 5 
5-Both Tutees 
3-4 to 5 
2-7 
; 2-10 to 11 
K-3 4 11 6- Individual 1-1 Tutee 
“ 2-Group 6-2 to 4 
3-Both 2-5 to 7 
1-15 
2nd,3rd 2 ae? 1-Individual 1-Floating 
1-Group 1-4 to 5 
K-3 4 6 2-Individual 1-1 Tutee 
4-Both 1-4 Tutees 
1-6 Tutees 
2-7 Tutees 
1-Floating 
4th-6th 2 2 ]-Individual 1-4 to 5 
1-Both Tutees 
1-€ Tutees. 
K-2 3 5 ]-Individual 1-1 Tutee 
1-Group 1-3 Tutees 
3-Both 2-8 to 10 
Tutees 
1-13 Tutees 
Ist-3rd 4 8 5-Individual 1-1 Tutee 
1-Group 1-2 Tutees 
2-Both 6-4 to 6 
Tutees 
4th-6th 5 7 3-Individual 3-1 Tutee 
2-Group 1-2 Tutees 
2-Both 3-4 to 8 
Tutees 
K-3 4 8 2-Individual 1-Floating 
2-Group aide 
4-Both 2-2 to 3 
Tutees 
4-4 Tutees 
1-6 Tutees 
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4-lhr. 20min. 
4-lhr. 20min. 


4-lhr. 30min. 
4-lhr. 20min. 


7-15 to 20min. 
4-20 to 30min. 


1-3hr. 
(floating) 
1-3hr. 


4-Thr. 

1-2hrs. 

1-3hr. 
(floating) 


2-thr. 


1-35min. 
3-45min. 
1l-lhr. 45min. 


1-30min. 
2-lhr. 
5-Vhr. 30min. 


6-Thr. 
1-3hr. 


3-3zhr. 
1-45min. 
1-lhr. 

3-lhr. 30min. 
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6-Reading and Math 
2-General Classwork 


2-Spelling and 


Language 
2-General Classwork 


6-Reading 
4-Language 
1-Reading and Math 


1-Reading and Math 
1-General Classworx 


3-Reading and 
Language 
3-General Classwork 


2-General Classwork 


2-Math 

1-Reading 

1-Math 

1-General Classwork 


2-Reading 
3-Reading and Math 
3-General Classwork 


2-Reading 
2-Reading and Math 
3-Language 


2-Reading 
2-Languace , 
1-Lanquage and Math 
3-Reading and Math 
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teachers, paraprofessionals, and parents. These data are presented 
in Table 12. When asked, "In your opinion, were the tutorial 


students helped by tutorial?,"’ the overwhelming majority of those 


answering said "yes" (principals - es teachers a paraprofes- 
O 
sionals a parents 14). When asked about the nature of the 
0 


changes for the students, 6 principals, 38 teachers, and 36 para- 
professionals rated the changes as beneficial. Four principals, 
fifteen teachers and seven paraprofessionals thought that the 
changes were permanent, whereas only three teachers and two para- 
professionals thought they were temporary. Reading, math, and 
verbal communication were the areas said to have been most helped 
by the Tutorial (see Table 12). Two teachers said, in addition, 
that some students learned English; five teachers noticed increased 
attention and motivation; twelve teachers saw improvements in 
confidence and basic skills; and thirteen noted an improvement in 
basic skills alone. Several teachers thought that an unanticipated 
consequence of the tutorial experience was the development of solid 
attachments between the children and the tutors. When the project 
director was asked, "What benefits to the student have there been 
as a result of the Tutorial project?"' She-answered, "Wé don't 

know what benefits have occurred...unless there is pre- and post- 
testing every year. No discussions have been held with students 


to find out how they were helped." 
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ST 


1. In your opinion, were the 
tutorial students helped 
by tutorial? 


2. Describe the nature of 
the changes for the students? 


3. What problems has the 
tutorial most helped? 


¢ 


4. How do you feel the 
Students would rate their 
experience with MEPI? 


MOADELACITIES ——— 


SFUSD 


Principals 


8-Yes 
0-No 


6-beneficial 
3-NA 

4-perm 

5-NA 


7-reading 
6-math 
4-verb comm. 
3-emotional 
3-behavior 
3-special 
learning 
problems 


4-very 
meaningful 

2-meaningful 

l-not at all 


Teachers 


41-Yes 
1-No 


38-beneficial 


l-undesirable 


3-temp 
15-perm 
37-NA 


39-reading 
24-math 
23-verb comm. 
11-emotional 
9-behavior 
9-special 
learning: 
problems 


19-very 
meaningful 
21-meaningful 
5-slighty 
meaningful 
T-not at all 
9-NA 


Paraprofessionals 


42-Yes 
1-No 


36-beneficial 
11-NA 
2-temp 
7-perm 
38-NA 


43-reading 
39-math 
25-verb comm. 
25-emotional 
20-behavior 
21-special 
learning 
problems 


25-very 
meaningful 
17-meaningful 
T-not at all 
4-NA 
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MEPI 


Parents 


14-Yes 
1-NA 


5-very 
meaningful 

8-meaningful 

2-slight 
meaningful 
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In the same vein, no direct information was collected on the 
tutorial students! attitudes toward their experience. >® 
The parents sampled thought that the students would rate 

their experience with MEPI as "very meaningful" (N=5), ''mean- 


ingful" (N=8), and_"slightly meaningful" (N=2) .99 


The para- 
professionals thought the tutees would rate their experiences 
as "very meaningful" (N=25), and "meaningful" (N=17), while 

the teachers said "very meaningful" (N=19), "meaningful" (N=21), 
"Slightly meaningful" (N=5), and one said "not at all meaning- 


ful Phe proncipals: forsthe most part said "very meaningful” 


(N=4) and "meaningful" (N=2). 


In addition to the students tutored, another group of partici- 
pants in the MEPI Tutorial component was the residents employed 
as project paraprofessionals. The classification characteris- 
tics of the tutors and liaison workers are presented in Table 3, 
discussed in the section on Tutorial component administration. 
Table 13 presents data on the MNA resident and non-MNA resident 
tutors and liaison workers. To begin, 14 of the 28 MNA resi- 
dent tutors were unemployed before working for MEPI, as were 


$8this was due to the age of the children and difficulties 


involved in disruption of classroom activities. 
39several "parent" questionnaires were discarded here because 


the people did not have any children participating in the 
_ Tutorial project. 
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TABLE 13: PARAPROFESSIONAL STATUS IMPROVEMENT AND CAREER DEVELOPMENT 


: Tutors (N=28) Tutors (N=4) Liaisons (N=6) Liaisons (N=2) 
Questions a MNA Residents Non-MNA MNA Residents Non-MNA 


1. Were you employed before Yes = 14 Yes = 0 eeVeSs= ls Yes = 2 

working for MEPI? : No = 14 No = 1 No = 5 No = 0 

NA = 0O NA = 3 NA = 0 NA = 0 

2. AS a project employee, has Yes = 19 Yes = 1 Yes = 6 Yes = ] 

the project raised your * No = 07 No = 2 No = 0 No = ] 

income level? NA = 2 NA - NA = 0 NA = 0 

3. Has the project employment Yes = 25 Yes = 4 Yes = 6 Yes = 2 

helped to develop useful Nowa= sal No = 0 No = 0 No = 0 

skills for you? NA = 2 NA = 0 NA = 0 NA = 0 

4. Has the project employment Yes = 22 Yes = 4 Yes = 6 Yes = 2 

improved your career status No = 3 No = 0 No = 0 No = 0 

in terms of future NA = 3 NA =0 NA = 0 NA = 0 
employability 

5. Has it helped you towards \ Yes = 24 Ves =" 3 Yes = 6 Yes = 2 

your future career goals? No = 2 No = ] No = 0 No = 0 

=e. NA = 0 NA. =.0 NA = 0 


‘ NA 
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5 of the 6 MMNA liaison workers. When asked, "As a project employee; 
has the project raised your income level?,'' 19 of the MNA tutors said 
"yes" while 7 said "no." All $ix resident liaison workers said "yes." 
The majority of MMNA as well as non-MMNA resident tutors and all eignt 
liaison workers said that the project employment had developed useful 
skills for them, improved their career status in terms of future 
employability, and helped them towards their future career goals, As 
mentioned under Tutorial component process, the tutors and liaison 
workers sampled were generally enthusiastic about the project and 


their MEPI. jobs. 


The Mission Education Project's Cultural and Equipment Center 
services numerous schools and community organizations. Of these, 
CDA's evaluation unit conducted a random sample of 16 schools and 
7 community organizations. This sample, in addition to output 
data from the CEC coordinator's records, composed the data base 
for the evaluation of the Cultural and Equipment Center's impact 


on its participants. 


Much of the information on Cultural and Equipment Center use by 
the SFUSD was presented in the section on MEPI's institutional 
impact. The output data on frequency of use provided by the 
Center coordinator verified the information obtained from the 


sample. That is, the number of requests from the schools for 
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equipment and materials was minimal, ranging from zero to three 
requests per month. When the CETA gardening program began in 

April 1975, the number of requests rose to 42, reflecting the 

loan of tool box sets to that program. Apart from the gardening 
oe tant the primary use in the schools for the MEPI inventory 

was in social-.studies classes utilizing multicultural materials. 
Again, School representatives requested that instructional services 
be provided in addition to the loan of materials. 


40 on the other hand, used the Cul- 


The community organizations, 
tural and Equipment Center more frequently. The number of 
requests for equipment and materials from community organizations 
ranged from 6 to 25, with a mean number of requests equal to 12 
per month. The people sampled did not request van deliveries and 


41 The organiza- 


were not aware that deliveries were available. 
tions, most frequently. borrowed audio-visual, p.a. (sound systems) 
equipment, and movie projectors. They occasionally borrowed such 
cultural materials as films, slides, video tapes, and flags. All 
of the people sampled requested a current inventory of the Cultural 
and Equipment Center's stock and many said that the equipment and 
materials from MEPI were not available to them from other sources. 
40rhe random sample of organizations included: The Farm, the Mission 
Language and Vocational School, AFL-CIO, Mission Family Center, 


Universal Great Brotherhood, Precita Family Center, and the 
Mission Coalition Organizations. 


Aline van had been stolen and not replaced until June 1975. 
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The equipment and materials were used for various activities by 
the organizations. The Farm, an artist's collective, used the 
sound systems for dances, public debates, and other types of 
entertainment, as well as movie projectors to show films. The 
Mission Language and Vocational School used the audio-visual 
equipment to tape classes and mock interviews which students 
later watched to sharpen their skills in job hunting. The AFL- 
CIO used equipment for rallies while the Precita Family Center 
used the movie projectors to show films to from 10 to 100 parti- 
Grpants sVethe haeedon Family Centers the -director’said, = "CEC 
could be helpful for the many community organizations operating 
on limited funds." The person representing the Mission Language 
and Vocational School said, in addition, "Audio-visual equipment 
is’the best contribution of MEPI to the community. No other 
agency open to the community is available...usé should be limited 
to nonprofit organizations. “The importance of ‘the Center1s"so 
vital to the community that it should be expanded and have more 
funds." Lastly, the people sampled were divided on the issue of 
whether instructional services should be provided by the Cultural 


and Equipment Center along with materials and equipment. 
The evaluation of the impact of the MEPI Workstudy program on its 


participants was based on data collected from six students from 


City College of San Francisco placed as tutors. As discussed 
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under the section on process, half of these students were male and 
four were MMNA residents. Only one student belonged to a community 
organization and four were Spanish-English bilingual. At the time 
of the questionnaire administration, the students had completed 
between 17 to 70 college units with the mean number of units equal 
to 38. Four of the students participating in the Workstudy program 
had been previously employed part-time; two of these students were 
MMNA residents. “Three out oF These rour students had’ been pre- 
viously employed in other workstudy jobs. Five of the six work- 
study students said that they had been given a choice as to their 


placement. 


When asked whether they would have been able to continue school 
without MEPI workstudy sponsorship, two of the MMNA residents 

said "tyes," another said "yes, with difficulty," and the last said 
"No.1" Three MMNA and two non-MMNA residents said that the project 
has raised their income level while one MMNA resident said that it 
had not. All of the MMNA (and one non-MMNA)students agreed that 
their career status in terms of future employability had been 
improved. Four students, three of whom were MMNA residents, said 
that the program had helped them towards their future career goals. 
All of the students sampled thought that the MEPI Workstudy program 


should be continued. 
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Neighborhood Impact. The impact of MEPI on the Mission Mode] 
Neighborhood has been evaluated in three categories: socio- 
economic conditions, citizen involvement, and resident 
attitudes with emphasis on citizen involvement. In order to 
maintain a realistic perspective of this project bringing 
about change, two characteristics of the Model Cities Program 
should be noted, First, the level of fundine and scope of 
project objectives are not commensurate with neighborhood- 
wide problems, making the possible number of people served 
and visibility of results correspondingly limited. This pro- 
blem is represented in Figure 18. Second, while Model Cities 
has generally not been the catalyst for many untried projects, 
the program has made it possible to demonstrate how existing 
concepts can be effectively implemented by residents of areas 


Similar to the Mission. Making certain projects available in 


disadvantaged areas where residents become involved in serious 
analysis of community problems, development of cooperation, and 


mutual trust with City agencies and operations of an effective 


community organization has been an innovation in itself. 42 


42Washnis, George J., Community Deveiopment Strategies, p. 14 
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FIGURE 18: THE IMPACT OF SOCIAL PROGRAMS ON URBAN 
NEIGHBORHOODS: PROBLEMS OF SCALE AND DILUTION* 


So i 


High 


Impact of Programs on 
Any Given Individual 


(there are of course 
other reasons aside 
from scale and 
dilution) 


Low 


Few Many 


Number of Participants/Recipients 


* Note: 'The inherent limitations on potential effectiveness ina 
context of proliferating demands constitutes one main 
reason why city governments cannot solve their service 
problems." Yates, Douglas (1974) "Service Delivery and 
the Urban Political Order" p. 233 in W,D, Hawley and 
D, Rogers, Improving the Quality of Urban Management, 
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications 
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Since its inception MEPI has directed its energies toward reversing 
low levels of academic achievement and high rates of unemployment in 
the Mission District. While the magnitude of the socioeconomic 
problems is great... the. specific. project objectives have been limited 
to a workable scope. The neighborhood impact can be assessed only 
in terms of those resident pupils tutored, paraprofessionals 
employed, workstudy students placed, and community organizations 
benetatang, trom tnewuse Of the Cultural. and Equipment, Centers, ihe 
impacts on those groups have been assessed in this evaluation under 
participant impact and resident Se G veo fae When. the. darector 

was asked what the major accomplishment of the project has on 

she replied: "Hiring many parents who are Mission residents who 
never had a chance to work before and giving residents the idea 

that they can also work in the schools." Also, many paraprofes- 
sionals commented that in addition to helping pupils develop better 
academic skills, the project has helped parents get jobs. While 
this group of 50 residents is small relative to neighborhood-wide 


needs, it is significant relative to the potential of the project. 


Citizen involvement, the second category of neighborhood impact, 


concerns whether the. project has sought and found new resident 


cee participant impact and resident employment discussions. 
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-leadership, enabled at least some disadvantaged residents to become 
a genuine part of government, and brought decisionmaking closer to 
the people through a formalized participation structure which 
articulates and aggregates citizen needs and demands for services 44545 
Additionally, it concerns giving residents the opportunity to develop 
the technical.and political know-how to carry out strategies through 
etposine to and involvement in the operations of local government and 
institutions which make decisions affecting their lives. ‘© While 
viewed primarily as a product or the impact the project has had in 
enlarging the participatory skills of the target population so that 

it may function more effectively in-the broader social and political 
arena, it also looks at the process or the manner in which residents 
are brought into project planning and development and the consequent 
influence such involvement has on project operations.47 Moreover 

the concept of citizen involvement and the channels for it developed 

by MEPI in the public schools received the enthusiasm of the majority 


of those individuals surveyed. 


44yashnis, George J., Community Development Strategies, p. 20. 

4 Note: "The mark of a practical organization is not the transformation 
of a poor community into a paradise overnight, if ever. It 
is the liberation of practical deliberation." Milton Kolter, 
Neighborhood Government, Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merill, 1969, 
pp. 44-50. 


46note: "As an educational process, participation develops and fosters 
the very qualities necessary for it; the more individuals 
participate; the *better*able they become to ‘do so.” 
Carole Pateman, p. 43. 


470ffice of the Mayor, Chicago Model Cities Program, "Chicago Model 
Cities Program: an Evaluation of Selected Projects," p. 11. 
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The MEPI process of developing MMNA citizen involvement, or more 
specifically parent involvement, has been through Board membership 
(see Citizen Participation in Administration and Policymaking), 
resident employment, MCO Education Committee Meetings, contacts 
made with parents of tutored pupils for progress reports and 
school site meetings. Although Board membership and resident 
employment were discussed in preceding sections of the evaluation, 
the director added that, "parent leadership has been co-opted and 
now we have every local parent on payroll. Of the approximately 
70 active residents from the early days of MCO Education Committee 
meetings, 40 to 60 of them have become MEPI staff and paraprofes- 
sionals,.of .SFUSD staffwith the remaining 25 :to 30:still active 
in weekly MCO meetings." 

While principals, teachers, liaison workers, and tutors expressed 
near-unanimous support for parent involvement as a means for 
improving the delivery of educational services and the channels 
developed by the tutorial for participation, there was some con- 
cern regarding the political nature of MEPI expressed. Most indi- 
viduals surveyed suggested that there be more parent involvement, 
however, one principal commented that "as practiced, the MEPI goals 
seem to form a political base of parents using the children as a 
device, "and a tutor cautioned that'' MEPI seems to be a little more 


interested in political organizations, using the tutorial program 
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more for making contacts and as leverage than in actual educational 


achievements." 


The directory on the other hand, described the importance of the 
organized nature of the project and particularly the importance 

of the MCO Education Committee which acts as a backup organization 
to make sure that certain things are implemented. She emphasized 
that the MCO Education Committee provides the channel through which 
project citizen involvement has its most “consistent and effective 
neighborhood tite on the relationship between the SFUSD and the 
MMNA. One MEPI boardmember noted that the community now realizes 
that 1t may exert ‘some effective control over the education of its 
children and that it may influence the operations and decision- 


making of a city institution (the SFUSD). 


In addition to boardmembership, paraprofessional employment and 
MCO participation, all parents of tutored students were encour- 
aged to become involved in the tutorial project at their child's 
school site. As delineated in the project analysis, the liaison 
workers had primary responsibility for making parent contacts to 
inform parents of ‘their child's progress and site activities. 
The description reads as follows: 

The parent liaison worker shall, primarily through 


have visitations and telephone calls, disseminate 
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information to parents of student participants so 

that the parents will be better informed about the 

Mission Education Projects, and -the school site for 

participation rain, this projects. « 
Responses regarding the nature of parent involvement were highly 
varied. When asked to describe its nature, only four principals 
responded. One said, Inone;" two said, “participation, at .meet- 
ings was poor,'' and the fourth said, "parents hired as tutors and 
requests parental consent."'. Of the few teachers who responded to 
this question; seven said, "none," three said, "very little,"' and 
two said; "parent meetings." Only half of ithe tutors -answered 
this question with responses ranging from: "parents as tutors," 
"participation in PTA meetings, school meetings, and community 
meetings;'' and 'parents were informed of meetings but few attended." 
Responses of the liaison workers were similar with the additional 
comments, such as: "parents contacted by telephone and home visits," 
"parents invited to talk. to the tutors about pupil progress," 
and "the MNA children's parents attended one meeting held."" The 
project director described the nature of parent involvement as being 
primarily, "Model Neighborhood resident parents hired as para- 
professionals.'"' While these responses were quite diverse, there was 
a consistent desire for more parent involvement expressed by many, 


including SFUSD staff, paraprofessionals,and parents. 
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Responses to questions asked regarding the perceived extent of 
parent involvement at the schools are presented in Table 14. 
While these data reveal some distinct patterns of involvement, 
the high number of "no answers" among principals, teachers, 

and tutors coupled_with the small size of the parent sample 
considerably reduce its reliability. 

The most significant pattern which emerged regarding parent 
contacts and meetings was the variation among estimations 

for each type ae involvement. Estimates by the SFUSD staff 

and project paraprofessionals for both the number of parents 
visited and the number of parents contacted by telephone ranged 
from 0 to over 21. Parent_responses were equally divided with 
N=4/15 frequently, N=4/15 infrequently, and N=4/15 never. 

When asked "How often were parents asked to attend meetings 
each month?,"' responses of principals and teachers were divided 
between O and, 1—2 times yer month. While the majority of the 
liaison workers and tutors noted l1—2 meetings per month, 
approximately one-third of those tutors responding (N=5/17), 
indicated that 3 or more meetings were held each month. Seven 
of the parents said they were frequently asked to attend, 


rc 


while 5 responded "infrequently," and 1 "never." 
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Questions 


1. How often were 
parent visits 
-made by liaison 
workers? 


2. How often were 
parent telephone 
contacts made by 
liaison workers? 


TABLE 14; 


3. How often were 
parents asked 
to nieetings 
each month? 


4. What percent of 
the tutored 
students parents 
attended meeting 
(How often were 
you able to 
attend?) 


’ 


5. What was the 
extent of citize 
participation in 
project planning 


. 


6. What was the 
extent of parent 
involvement in 
the Tutorial 
project? 


SFUSD MEPI Neighborhood 
Administration Principals Teachers Director Liaisons Tutors Parents 

(N=1) ° (N=9) (N=55) (N=1) (N=8) (N=38) (N=15) 

-- 1=0 3=0 ~~ 2= Veto 5 2=0 4=frequently 
2=1 to 5 3=1 to 5 4=6 to 10 2=1 to 5 4=ijinfrecuentl »y 
2=6 to 10 29=NA 2=21+ 1=16 to 20 4=never 
4=NA 2=2)+ 3=NA 

31=NA 

-- A 3=6 to 10 2=0 -- 3=6 to 10 3=0 5=frequently 
1=21+ 2=1 to 5 T=tietodS I=) sto. S 4=jnfrequently 
4=NA 50=NA 2=16 to 20 1=6 to 10 4=never 

2 2=21+ 3=21+ 2=Ni 
29=NA 

— 2=0 5=0 -- 1=0 4=0 7=frequently 
3=1 to 2 El ee) 6=1 to 2 8=1 to 2 5=infrequencly 
3=NA 49=NA 1=3 to 5 4=3 to 5 l=never 

1=6 to 10 9 2=hA 
21=NA 

-- oe -- -- 6=0 to 25% 8=0 to 5=frequently 

1=26 to 25% 7=infreauently 
50% 3=26 to 2=rever 
Ss? 1=51 to 50% T=NA 
75% 2=51 to 
75% 
2=75 to 
100% 
23=NA 
l=oreat 1=some 8=sone l=sone 2=great 4=great -- 
n extent extent extent ‘extent extent extent 
: 1=slight 5=slight 2=some 13=some 
? extent extent extent extent 
l=none at 11=none T=slight 2=slight 
all at all extent extent 
5=NA 31=NA 2=none 5=none 
at all- at all 
1=NA - 14=NA 
1=NA l=some l=great l=slight 2=great 8=great -- 
extent extent extent extent extent 
5=slight 6=sonie 4=some 11=some 
extent extent extent extent 
l=none 2=slight l=slight 7=slignht 
at all extent extent extent 
2=NA 46=NA 1=none 4=none 
at all at all 
8=NA 
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Liaison workers observed that attendance of the parents of tutored 
students was approximately 25%, while tutors indicated that closer 
to 50% attended. Five of the thirteen parents responding to the 
question said they were "frequently able to attend," while seven 
indicated that they could only "infrequently attend" and one 


responded 'never." 


As the overall range of responses concerning parent contacts and 
meetings was too great, acloser look at individual schools, based 
on data from school site records, became necessary (see Table 15). 
While the average number of parents visited each month for some 
schools was as few as 3, for others as many as 20 to 24 parents 
were visited. Similarly, in two schools, as few as 5 to 7 parents 
were contacted per month by telephone, while an average of 70 con- 
tacts were recorded at another school. Also the frequency of 


parent meetings ranged from 0 to 2 every month. 


The differences among schools and range of implementation styles 

are most likely attributable to any one or a combination of three 
factors. The liaison workers may have been confused about their 

duties and responsibilities, the Tutorial component structure 

and supervision of the liaison worker may require revision 


(see Tutorial component discussion), or the needs at the various 
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TABLE 15 


PARENT CONTACTS BY SCHOOL SITE 


Average # of Average # of 
School Average f of . Parents Contacted Parent Meetings 
Parents Visited by Phone Held 

Alvarado 7 GE no data 
Bessie Carmichael 6 30 1 every other month 
Bryans 20 70 no data 
Buena Vista No Data 
Douglas 24 40 inappropriate ans. 
Edison 2 5 none 
Hawthorne 14 15 1 every month 
Marshall 3 9 1 every other month 
Patrick Henry 4 rh 1 in eight months | 
Sanchez 8 13 2 every month 


Average 10 22 ot 
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school sites may vary considerably. 


While all eight liaison workers responding to questionnaires in- 
dicated that they were clearly informed of their duties and 
responsibilities, when asked to detail those duties and respon- 
sibilities, numerous differences of opinion emerged. Six of 
the eight liaison workers indicated that they were primarily 
responsible for supervision of the tutorial project at their 
school site, including such duties as coordination of paraprofes- 
Sionals, recordkeeping, assignment of children to tutors, and 
general coordination between principal, teachers, and the pro- 
ject director. Three of the liaison workers also mentioned 
attending staff and community meetings as a responsibility. 
Regarding parent contacts, three mentioned working with parents 
and one indicated parent house calls as a duty. Of the eight 
liaison workers responding to the question, only one mentioned 
dissemination of information to parents from the schools and 
organization of parent meetings, a primary job responsibility 


as delineated in the project analysis (see Appendix). 
The project director, on the other hand, when she was asked, 


"What do you see as the role of the liaison worker?," specifically 


said, "involvement of parents and community in education, the 
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MEPI Program and Educational issues. They were supposed to be the 
organizers. (for the project.” ‘She ‘then added that thé liaison 
workers have not been effective in their role, because "all the 
liaison workers on payroll were not required to visit parents for 
the first two years of the project — ee year they seem to feel 
that I was requiring them to do things that were not part of their 
job.""' Clearly, thé varied responses concerning the role of the 
liaison worker confirm there exists considerable confusion and mis- 


understanding. 


Also, the different styles of implementation at the various school 
sites may be a reflection of different needs and potentials for 
citizen involvement by site. It should be noted that a proposal 
was unveiled by the Riles Commission in the fall of 1975 which 
would shift major decisions from central office staff to individual 
school principals) in®S.F. publicyschools.» Acstatfismenber of the 
aoe which was proposed by State Superintendant of Public 
Instruction, Wilson Riles stated: 

By moving the planning closer to the schools, 

people will be eminently more pleased with 

ee school, since they will have a part in 

the decision making...The question of who 

is going to run the schools — the public 


or professionals — has to be answered. 4 


48Moskowitz, Ron, '"'S.F. May Give Principals More Say-So," 
San Francisco Chronicle — 1975 
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Assessment of change in resident attitudes toward and communication 
with city agencies attributable to MEPI operations, has been based 
on the relationship between those residents involved in MEPI and 
SFUSD. Questionnaires were administered to SFUSD staff, project 
board members and staff, paraprofessionals, and parents. As no 
neighborhood survey has been conducted by CDA, the main input from 
residents comes from the project paraprofessionals and those 
parents (N=15) who attended a meeting called during the evaluation 


period to obtain their opinions (see Table 16). 


The majority of those who responded felt that improvements had 
been made in both resident attitudes toward SFUSD and the 
relationship between SFUSD and the Mission community. When asked, 
"Do you feel the project has resulted in improved neighborhood 
attitudes toward the SFUSD?,'' only one principal answered "not at 
all" and one "to a slight extent." Three responded “to some 
extent,'' and one "'to a great extent.'' One principal commented 
that in his school even the children's attitudes toward school 
have improved greatly. Of the 27 teachers answering this question, 
over half observed some extent of improvement and 4 felt there 

was a great extent of improvement. Only 4 did not see any improve- 


ment in neighborhood attitudes. When asked, "Do you feel the pro- 


ject has increased neighborhood awareness of the schools' problems?," 
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TABLE 16: 


ATTITUDES ON NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT 


7 LL LL LL CLL A LC CTO A Tat tl 
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Do you feel the 
project has 
resulted in 
improved neigh- 
borhood attitudes 
towards the SFUSD? 


Do you feel the 
project has 


Increased neigh- 


bornood, awareness 
of the school's 
problems? 


’ 


Do you think 

there has been 

an improvement 

in the relation- 
ship between 

SFUSD and the 
Mission community? 


Administration 
(N=1) 


Yes 


Yes 


1-Some 


Principals 
(N=9) 


1-great 
extent 
3-some 
extent 
1-slight 
extent 
J=not at 
aq] 
3-NA 


l-great 
extent 
3-some 
extent 
l-slight 
extent 
jJ-not at 
all 
3-NA 


3-Some 
1-No 
5-NA 
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Teachers 
(N=55) 


4-great 
extent 
13=some 
extent 
6-slight 
extent 
4-not at 
all 
28-NA 


2-great 
extent 
13-some 
extent 
4-slight 
extent 
4-not at 
all 
32-NA 


1-Much 
11-Some 

2-No 
41-NA 


Board. 
(N=7) 


3-great 


extent 
2-some 

extent 
T-not at 

all 
1-NA 


5-great 
extent 

j=-not at 
all 

1-NA 


1-Much 
5-Some 
1-NA 


Director 
(N=1) 


1-some 
extent 


1-some 
extent 


1-Some 
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Paraprofessionals 


(N=46) 


16-great 
extent 
21-some 
extent 
2-slight 
extent 
2-not at 
all 
5-NA 


18-great 
extent 
20-some 
extent 
l-slight 
extent 
l-not at 
al] 
6-NA 


14-Much 

12-Some 
3-No 

17-NA 


Parents 


Ot ete, Nea 
ety 


10-Yes 
0-‘io 
5-4 
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SFUSD principals and teachers indicated that they had observed 


essentially the same positive change. 


The SFUSD administrator limited his comments to the contact he 
has had with the project director, stating that “her attitude 
toward SFUSD has always been excellent and couldn't be improved. 
Having worked for the District, the director was already very 


aware and understanding of SFUSD's problems." 


To those same ees 95% of the paraprofessionals answering 
felt that there had been an improvement in neighborhood attitudes 
toward the SFUSD and increased awareness of the school's problems. 
Boardmember responses (N=5/7) and the director's response further 
cohfirm a positive change. To the question, "Do you believe 
neighborhood attitudes toward the SFUSD have improved?," all 10 


parents who answered the question said "'yes." 


When asked, "Do you think there has been an improvement in the 
relationship between SFUSD and the Mission community?,"'" again, 
the majority of SFUSD staff, project board and director, and 
the paraprofessionals responded that they felt there had been 
some or much improvement. One boardmember observed that the 
Mission community appears to be more informed than previously 


and two noted that a working relationship has been established 
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between the community and SFUSD. Additionally, one liaison worker 
said, "we've forced awareness of OUr problems and concerns," 
while another commented that now, "they (SFUSD) realize that the 
Mission community work close together for the well being of their 


children.'’ Parents were not asked this question. 


To summarize, as most of those individuals surveyed indicated 
that they observed a positive change, it can be said that for 
a project of its size, MEPI has made a significant impact on 


improving resident attitudes toward an understanding of SFUSD. 
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Summary of Findings 


Process 

The process evaluation of the Mission Education Projects, Inc., 
focused on the following areas, the acministrative structure; 
the central administration and component operations, specifically 
the Tutorial Component and Cultural and Equipment Center; resi- 
dent employment; citizen participation in administration and 
policymaking; planning, monitoring, and evaluation; and fiscal. 
Although the project generally ran smoothly, the evaluation un- 
covered several areas in need of attention. 


- 


Administrative Structure. To begin, the administrative structure 


‘ 


of MEPI (as diagrammed in Figure 13) was effective with minor 
exceptions. These exceptions were primarily the supervision of 
the liaison workers and the supervision and payroll monitering 
of the workstudy students. Despite the fact that the project 
analysis delegates overall responsibility for effective imple- 
mentation of the tutorial to individual school site principals, 
there is no concise definition of who is responsible for super- 
vising the liaison workers. Based on the plethora of answers 
given by the liaison workers as to who supervises them and to 


whom they report, it seems this area needs clarification. 
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Under the current structure, moreover, the workstudy students 
working outside of the MEPI components do not require MEPI 
Signatures to verify hours worked and payroll, even though 
the MEPI director is technically responsible for monitoring 
these positions. As a result, the director has found it dif- 
ficult £0 ensure that nontutor workstudy students get paid 
only for hours actually worked. The inclusion of the Career 
Opportunities Program in the MEPI structure seemed largely 
superfluous as there was little if any coordination between 
the MEPI and COP directors during the evaluation period. As 


COP was scheduled to be phased out, this issue was of no real 


concern in the present evaluation. Lastly, the Advisory Council 


described in the project analysis was never formed and as the 
composition of the MEPI board of directors approximates that 
suggested for the Advisory Council, it seems the latter would 


be primarily a duplication of effort. 


Central Administration. The evaiuation of the central admin- 
istration was concerned with staff and performance objectives, 
general management, intrastaff communication, recordkeeping, 
and reporting. First, the job descriptions for the central 


staff were appropriate in most cases. With regard to the 
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project director's job. description, the range,of responsibilities 
seemed unrealistic for the in-depth fulfillment needed. As a 
xesult,.thesdirector fulfilled thesactivities she saw-as high 
priority and, at the end of the evaluation period, delegated 

other supervisory tasks for the Tutorial, the Cultural and 

Equipment Center, and Workstudy to three newly hired CETA workers. 
Although the CEC coordinator did not fulfill the job description, 
the job description seemed appropriate. There were no performance 
reviews and no consistent supervision. Although this was under- 
standable in light of the size of the staff (three members for the 
major portion of the evaluation period), this was a problem in the 
case of the CEC coordinator as he was not meeting the job description. 
Regular supervision would have ensured a more effective implementation 
of the Center's goals. The staff's prior employment appeared to 
qualify them for their positions and no specific training was under- 
taken. Staff were clearly informed of their duties and felt that 
their ideas and opinions were given consideration by the director. 
No formal staff meetings or systems of in-house communications were 
implemented; two staffmembers expressed the need for a clear system 
of office procedures and of communications with CDA and SFUSD. It 
was not until the end of the evalaution period that a system of 
centralizing raw data collected from the project components was 


established to assess progress and provide feedback for further planning. 
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Tutorial Component. The paraprofessional staff of the MEPI tutorial 
component were primarily female, Spanish-surnamed and Filipino, 
-bilingual MMNA residents, and parents. Many were college graduates. 
The majority of tutors and liaison workers thought that their 
activities corresponded with their job descriptions, although six 
of the eight liaison workers said that the job descriptions should 
be revised. “The SFUSD administrator interviewed, as well as the 
project director, suggested that the paraprofessional job descrip- 
tions needed to be more specific with regard to their duties and 
“responsibilities. For the most part, the SFUSD personnel rated the 
tutors highly although several teachers cited the need for more 
adequate training. Five principals rated the liaison workers as 
"excellent"' and "good," while three rated them as “poor.'' The 

MEPI director felt that the liaison workers had not been effective 
in their roles. Clearly, the quality of the paraprofessional staff 


varied greatly among individual school sites. 


Whereas the liaison workers felt they were clearly informed of their 
duties and responsibilities, as did the majority of tutors sampled, 
many tutors did not. The paraprofessional answers to questions 
asking to whom they report were largely scattered, suggesting again 
that this was never Clearly defined. Although most paraprofessionals 
said that they received supervision, they did not seem to agree on 


who supplied this supervision. This was especially reflected in the 
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liaison workers' answers. Only one liaison said that she reported to 
the principal only, while others identified the principal and the 
director (N=4), the director only (N=2), and the director and paraprof- 
essional office (N=1). The director, furthermore, rated the super- 


vision of the liaison-workers by the SFUSD as ''poor." 


The eteordt ese cae had heard about their jobs from SFUSD, MEPI staff, 
and such community organizations as MCO. They apparently did not have 
a choice as to their placements, though many felt that their placements 
were based on coordination of school needs and their skills. As the 
director's objectives with regard to her needs assessments reflected, 
it is important that the ethnic composition of the staff reflects the 
composition of eligible students. This was apparently not extended 

to include the male-female composition of the students as well. Even 
though SFUSD provided in-service paraprofessional training to MEPI 
staff, many teachers complained that this training was not adequate. 
They also suggested that the paraprofessionals should be able to speak 


and write English fluently. 


A number of problems in the implementation of the tutorial activities 
at individual schools surfaced. Room facilities were inadequate in 
many cases, with tutorial sessions taking place in hallways at some 
schools. Though the tutors and liaisons met with regularity, there 


seemes to be little meaningful communication between MEPI paraprofes- 
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sionals and school staff at some sites. Many tutors felt alienated 
from the teachers while teachers generally felt uninformed about 

the overall goals of the project. In some cases, for example, MEPI 
information given to the site principals for distribution to the 
teachers never reached. them. One result of this lack of communication 
was an absence of well-coordinated strategies between tutors and 
teachers. As a result, tutors and teachers repeatedly cited the need 
for adequate planning times both prior to and curing the school year. 
This would give the MEPI and SFUSD staffmembers the necessary time to 
identify studentatcnceass clarify what skills tutors need to maximize 
their effectiveness, devise coordinated workplans, and facilitate 

the accuracy of the tutors' prepared logs on pupil characteristics 
required by MEPI. 

At the end of the school year, the MEPI staff begdn systematically 
collecting data on the pupils in the tutorial and on the tutor and 
liaison activities. While information of this type is necessary 

to maximize the effectiveness of future planning and determination 
of the project's impact, one principal felt that MEPI procedures for 
recordkeeping were unnecessarily bureaucratic and unsuited to the 
needs of his school. Recognizing that the recordkeeping procedures 
are relatively new, it appears that they need to be further refined 
so as to be mutually acceptable to the project and the school site 


personnel. 
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Cultural and Equipment Center. The Cultural and Equipment Center 


operations, due primarily to the failure of the coordinator to 
undertake several of the activities outlined in the job descrip- 
tion, were reduced to lending out of equipment and materials to 
schools and community organizations. While this seemed to address 
needs of community organizations, the schools had little use for 
equipment and materials without additional services, such as 
instruction. The original focus of the CEC was on schools, and 
although the job description for the coordinator specified that 
active contacts were to be made with schools to assess their needs, 
this was never done. The van delivery service was not operational 
during most of the evaluation, furthermore, as the original van was 
stolen and had to be replaced. The lack of publicity for the CEC 


furthér minimized the effectiveness of its operations. 


Resident Employment. Employment priority was given to MMNA residents 
in all components of the projects. The majority of central staff were 
residents as well as the majority of paraprofessionals sampled. The 
project director, however, felt that SFUSD personnel did not place as 
much emphasis on hiring Mission residents as they could and that CDA 
should take a stronger stand in recommending this to SFUSD. Based on 
data provided by MEPI, less than half of the workstudy student's were 


MMNA residents. 
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Citizen Participation in Administration and Policymaking. In addition 


to residents employed by MEPI, citizen input into project administration 
-and policymaking was channeled effectively through the board of directors. 
Although the board needed an additional member in order to conform to 
their by-laws at the time of the evaluation, the representation was 
appropriate. Further citizen input into MEPI's policymaking and admin- 


istration came from the Mission Coalition Organization. 


Planning, Monitoring, and Evaluation, For the major part of the evaluation 
period, the project received little effective technical assistance from 
the CDA. Initial work and overdue needs assessments were left primarily 
to the project director. Similarly, the director developed reporting 
forms for the Tutorial component and implemented their use at the end of 
the evaluation period. Of utmost importance too were the director's 
activities with regard to seeking of alternate funds. Whereas she has 
demonstrated increasing sophistication in the area of proposal writing, 


she found that this area is exceedingly time-consuming and requested 


assistance from CDA. 


Fiscal. The audit prepared by Peat, Marwick and Mitchell, ending June 30, 
1975, made suggestions for minor revisions in the project's internal 
control procedures and in the area of CDA compliance. A cost-benefit 
analysis of the Tutorial component, based on direct costs (salaries) 


only, showed MEPI tutorialcosts to be comparable to another tutorial 
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involvement, the existence and effectiveness of this organization 
is clearly an example of a sustained participation structure which 


articulates and aggregates citizen needs and demands for services, 


Additionally, channels through which parent residents were given 
the exposure to and an opportunity to develop technical and polit- 
ical know-how toward influencing the operations and decision- 
making of SFUSD affecting their lives was to have been developed. 
These channels were to take the form of school site parent ccz- 
tacts, with the eh purpose of informing parents of pupil progress 
and developing more extensive parent involvement and parent 
meetings. The success of this aspect of citizen involvement and 
range of implementation styles varied greatly among schools. This 
evaluation attributes these differences to any one or a combination 
of three factors. First, the parent liaison workers, as delineated 
in the project analysis (see Appendix), had primary responsibility 
for making parent contacts, yet when asked to describe their job 
responsibilities, a great deal of confusion emerged, Summarized 

by the director, the central role of the liaison worker is, "involve- 
ment of parents and community in education, the MEPI program and 
educational issues, They were supposed to be organizers for the 
project.'' She added that they had been effective in this role 
because "all the liaison workers on the payroll were required to 


visit parents for the first two years of the project — this year 
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they seem to feel that I was requiring them to do things that were 


not part of their job," 


A second problem with parent involvement may stem from the Tutorial 
component structure and supervision of the liaison workers (see 
Tutorial component summary). The third possible factor affecting 
citizen involvement appears to be a reflection of varied needs at 
the different school sites. This assumption is consistent with a 
recent proposal by the Riles commission to shift major decisions 
from the central office to individual school principals in the 

San Francisco public schools. In summary, problem areas emerged 
regarding parent involvement at school sites and MEPI neighbor- 

hood impact was not consistently evident in this case. 

Assessment of change in resident attitudes towards and communication 
with City agencies attributable to MEPI operations, was based on the 
relationship between those residents involved in MEPI and the SFUSD. 
Questionnaires were administered to SFUSD staff, project-boardmembers, 
staff and paraprofessionals, and parents. The majority of those who 
responded felt that significant improvements had been made in both 
resident attitudes toward SFUSD and the relationship between SFUSD 


and the Mission community as a result of the project. 
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Evaluation Recommendations 


Based on the process and product findings presented previously, the 


Model Cities evaluation of the Mission Education Projects, Inc. 


makes the following recommendations, 


I. Administrative Structure 


A. 


MEPI, in conjunction with the SFUSD, especially site 
principals, should determine specifically who is 
responsible for direct supervision of the liaison 
workers and develop a system of ongoing feedback 
fromthe supervisors to the MEPL director as: to 

the adequacy of liaison worker performance. 

Workstudy students not directly related to MEPI 
through tutor placement should be required to 

obtain MEPI signatures on payroll logs to facilitate 
effective MEPI supervision of those students. 

MEPI, in conjunction with CDA, should determine the 
need for an Advisory Council in addition to the board 
of directors and depending upon their findings, either 
establish this council or delete it from the contract. 
This report's findings suggest that such a council is 


NOCenNeCessany. 
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A. 


The duties of the MEPI director should be reviewed by the 
board of directors and refined so as to be realistic for 
in<depth fulfillment by the director, The CETA positions 
recently acquired to help fulfill the director's stated 
duties should be reviewed in accord with this revised 
director job description, and job descriptions outlining 
their responsibilities should be provided. The duties 

of the ‘project director should be especially detailed with 
regard to the extent of her supervision of the Cultural 
and Equipment Center; this should also be clarified to the 
CEC coordinator. 

Regular supervision of central staff should be undertaken 
by the director to ensure that staff are fulfilling their 


job descriptions. 


Office procedures should be outlined, especially with 


regard to reporting to CDA and communicating with CDA 


and SFUSD. 


III, Tutorial Component 


ise 


There should be an increased emphasis on hiring of Mission 
residents on the part of both CDA and SFUSD. 

While emphasizing the need for bilingual staff, paraprofes- 
sional employment should be limited to those persons able 

to speak and write English fluently so as to be clearly under- 


stood, 
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Those interested in paraprofessional employment who do not 
meet this requirement should be strongly encouraged to 
qualify themselves by attending the Mission Language and 
Vocational School or an equivalent organization, Systems 
of referral should be established at MEPI. 

There should be an increased emphasis on hiring persons 
reflecting the diverse ethnic and sexual composition of 
the students; males especially should be recruited as 
paraprofessionals to equalize the present, predominantly 
female staff. 

Based on continuing needs assessments of the Tutorial 
schools, the number, ethnic origin, sex, and bilingual 
skills of paraprofessionals should be increasingly 
tailored to meet individual school site needs. 

The tutor and liaison worker job descriptions should be 
revised so that. their duties..are clear and operationally 
defined. 

A survey of the teachers (a random sample) should be con- 
ducted to determine what specific tutor skills are most in 
need of improvement. The results of this survey should be 
utilized in developing more relevant in-service training 


at SFUSD. 
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Paraprofessionals should be encouraged to work towards the 
Instructional Aide Certificate offered by SF City College; 
MEPI and CDA should try to locate funds for staff develop- 
ment of this type. 

MEPI should provide information about its program and 
goals to-site teachers as well as principals. 

panei time prior to and during the school year should 
be established between tutors and teachers. 

Efforts should be increased to obtain appropriate facilit- 
1es.F0r the “Lurorialeactivities ateach school site. 
Recordkeeping and recording should be implemented in such 
a way as to minimize duplication of effort and disruption 
of individual site procedures. 

The standardization and continued refinement of systems to 


centralize data collected on participants and paraprofes- 


sional activities from the school sites should be emphasized 


and utilized in future planning. 


A feasibility study should be done with regard to pre- and 


post-testing of tutees. 


Cultural and Equipment Center Component 


he 


The services of the Center, including inventory of equip- 
ment and materials, and availability of van delivery, 
should be publicized to schools and nonprofit community 


organizations, 
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The CEC coordinator should conduct a needs assessment of 
schools and nonprofit organizations to determine their 
needs for equipment and materials, This assessment should 
determine specifically the areas of requests for instruc- 
tional services. Instructional services should be imple- 
mented in accord with the findings of this assessment. 
The use of the CEC should be restricted to nonprofit, as 
opposed to profit-oriented, community organizations, The 
greatest emphasis should be focused on those community 
ee ae that are directly aimed at educational con- 
cerns .and that operate on limited funds. 


Maintenance of audio-visual equipment should be improved. 


Workstudy Component 


A. 


B. 


There should be an increased emphasis on recruiting MMNA 
residents for Workstudy positions, 

Placement of Workstudy students as MEPI tutors should be 
maximized with a secondary emphasis on placement to non- 


profit community organizations, 


Citizen Participation 


A. 


B. 


The MEPI board of directors should take steps to maintain 
a membership of 9 to 11 members with a continued represen- 
tation as stated in their by-laws. 

A survey of school sites should be conducted to determine 


the maximum parent involvement that is desirable and feasible. 
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C, Based on continuing needs assessment of the school sites, 
parent involvement should be tailored to meet individual 
school site needs and potentials, Quantified objectives 
for parent involvement should then be defined regarding 
parent contacts for pupil progress reports and notification 
of parent meetings and activities. 

D. Responsibilities of the liaison workers should be clearly 
defined and monitored with regard to parent and community 
involvement, 

Vil, Planning, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

A. CDA should improve its technical assistance to the 
project in the area of planning, Specifically, CDA's 
Planning Unit Should formulate project objectives which 

* are both reflective of the project's activities and 
operationally defined; moreover, its to ‘especially 
provide assistance in the area of locating alternate 
sources of funding and proposal writing. 

VIII... Fiscal 

A. The audit recommendations made by Peat, Marwick and Mitchell 
should be fully implemented, especially with regard to pro- 


perty inventories, 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 


PROJECT TITLE: MISSION EDUCATION PROJECTS, INC. 


OPERATING AGENCIES: San Francisco Unified School District 


ae 


LH 


135 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94102 
(and ) 

Mission Education Projects, Inc. 

2652 Harrison Street, San Francisco, California 94110 


. 


TARGET POPULATION 


A) 


B) 


A) 


The project will serve diverse groups within the MNA target area: 
elementary school children from 16 public schools, college youth, 
parents, and parent groups, as well as teachers, administrators, 
and paraprofessionals. 


In all, 3,161 residents of the MNA will be directly served by the 
projects an= the 16>public schools. 


Eligibility Gricteria 


1. The 16 elementary schools were chosen because they represented 
a high percentage of MNA residents (usually well over 25%), 
while a more concentrated effort was put forth for 10 of the 
schools because they represent about 50% of MNA elementary 
school children. 


2. Certain program areas (Cultural Center, Tutorial) will serve 
the inner Mission schools more directly since there is a 
heavy concentration of MNA residents in these schools. The 
constant immigration and high percentage of Soanish-surnamed 
in these schools also demand closer work and deeper commitment 
to these children. 


PROJECT OBJECTIVES 


Neighborhood Conditions 


The educational conditions outlined im the Second Action Year 
Project Analysis remain essentially the same. The basic con- 
ditions to be addressed by this program continue to be: (1) 
the problem of the Mission Schools in educating Mission child- 
ren adequately, and (2) the learning (especially language and 
cultural) problems that surround the early childhood of Mission 
children. 
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B) Project Objectives 


To provide in-service training for paraprofessionals in 
the Tutorial program in conjunction with those programs 
provided by the San Francisco Unified School District. 


To demonstrate the value of Tutorial services available 
to children on a one-to-one basis as part of the on- 
going school program. Tutoring will be coordinated by 
10 specially trained paraprofessionals. In addition, 
50 parents will directly serve 200 Mission children 
levels 1 through ©. 


To make available equipment, learning hardware, and 
cultural materials not usually available from San 
Francisco Unified School District for 33 schools 
serving MNA residents to enhance the learning process 
and to enrich the cultural activities of thesé schools. 
Also, this equipment and material will be available to 
different Mission community organizations recognizing 
the primary educational purpose of the equipment and 
materials. 


To assist and coordinate 24 college students from the 
MNA by providing jobs through a Workstudy program at 
San Francisco State University and San Francisco City 
College. 


To continue to provide stipends and supporting services 
to the COP students as part of the SFUSD program. 


CONTENT AND OPERATION 


A) Specific Services and Key Activities: 


ies 


In-service training of paraprofessionals in the Tutorial 
program. Training for paraprofessionals will be provided 
through regular channels of the SFUSD. 


Tutorial Services 


The Tutorial services will be provided through coordination 
with Dr. Robbin's office, designated by Dr. Morena to handle 
the program as a whole. Services will be provided at 
Alvarado, Bessie Carmichael, Bryant, Hawthorne, Buena Vista, 
Douglas, Edison, Marshall, Patrick Henry, and Sanchez schools. 
Tutorial services will be provided in the following manner: 
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— 10 liaison and 50 tutors; normally 1 liaison and 5 
tutors per school 

— the liaison person will work 30 hours per week 

— the tutors will owrk 15 hours per week 

— the on-site principal will have responsibility for 

‘ the tutorial program in an individual school 

— joint-hiring procedures will be followed so that MNA 
bilingual residents will be interviewed for the 
remaining available positions 

— fiscal control for the tutorial and COP projects will 
fall to the SFUSD as in the past 


3. The COP program will continue to be administered and fiscally 
controlled by the SFUSD. Liaison to this project will be main- 
tained through the director of the Mission Education Project, 

Li stey 


4. The Workstudy program will continue to provide job opportunities 
in the MNA for 20 students at City College and approximately 4 
at San Francisco State University. The program will be admin- 
istered and coordinated by the director of the Mission Education 
Project, .inc. 


S. The Cultural and Equipment Center will continue its service of 
equipment, cultural artifacts, and learning materials to 33 
schools of the Mission area and interested groups within the 

; MNA. The project will be fiscally and administratively run by 
the Mission Education Project; Inc., through its director. 
Staff will actually coordinate the Center's activities. A van 
and driver will be utilized to pick up and deliver materials 
from the Center to the schools. 


6. The project will operate from the Mission Education Projects, 
Inc s,. CE£ice-at..2652 Harrison Street, San Francisco, California: 
Working hours will be from 9 to 5, Monday through Friday. 


IV. PROJECT TIMETABLE 


October 21 has been set as the beginning of the Tutorial component 
of the education project. The other parts of the program are fully 
operations. 


V. EVALUATION AND MONITORING 
A) Performance 


The Mission Education Project will continue to be monitored and 
evaluated by the Citizen Participation Unit, Education subcom- 
mittee, the Mission Education Project, Inc., the Advisory 
Committee, and the Model Cities Agency. The mechanism to accon- 
plish this will include monthly progress reports, i.e., Output 
Summary. ee 


MODEL CITIES ———— EVALUATION 1976 


“i (om 
i ne Fg) ar 
S (me 551 


Ss : ; 5 Ven “d= 
Miwehie ts tiie. ee 


oun e ary wees Se . | 
wire es ne $<. sh Pre ts a 
roy Aiet't “phe Nal * Sa. 7 <5 


é | a a7 i 4 


Td | me eee 
1 iar mean Guy”, YU! 
OE TY) Sin rr of) roi 


> Jeirag Aik he 


ba ig SPE Cart! ties * | 7 
rw aan = ae bs i p< - | 
a 2 APUG Ey bl inp APs my : Dy 


nel 4 @ihe 1 Gp) “Ei 
2 7 oe ay mye —_ m= ti 


2° wey Ss a | : ar : AY 
 eahes. " nae oh © Gk o . t! an 


=) 7 ss [s 7 


ww evisedh w4hme = Te ae 
tant, a P24 : : - [meh a 
me os > =. & 7 » 1. Se 


y 


176 


VI. ADMINISTRATION AND ORGANIZATION 


A) Negotiation and Contract 


1. Negotiations with the SFUSD will include the representative 
from the Mission Education Project, Inc., the Education 
subcommittee of the Citizen Participation Unit, and the CDA. 


2. The contract to be signed with SFUSD will include the follow- 
ing signatories: SFUSD, CDA, and Mission Education Project, 
ine, 


3. The programs involved in the contract include: COP Tutorial, 
the Cultural and Equipment Center, and the Workstudy programs. 


4. The Model Cities Council has the right to review all con- 
tracts, but does not actually sign the legal document 
itself. 


B) Administration 


1. The program included in the contract will be administered at 
two levels: 

a. The Tutorial and COP projects will be administered 
through the offices of the SFUSD. On-site liaisons, 
principals, and teachers will supervise the tutorial 
component, while Mary Frazier, Project Head of the 
COP, will continue to supervise that program. In 
both instances the director of the MEPI will coord- 
inate and serve as the point of contact with the 
representative of the SFUSD to insure that the 
interests of the Model Cities Program are being met 
in the implementation of these projects. 


b. The Workstudy and Cultural and Equipment Center pro- 
jects will be directed, administered, and supervised 
by the director of the MEPI. 


2. Fiscal responsibility for the Tutorial and COP projects 
will fall to the SFUSD. Fiscat ‘responsibility for the 
Workstudy and Cultural and Equipment Center will be part 
of the central accounting system established in the CDA. 
The director of the MEPI will be the point of contact 
with the CDA in working out the details in this area. 
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3. In order to insure proper administration and implementation 
‘ of the education program, the MEPI will hire a director and 
secretary: 


4. The CDA, as contractor for the Model Cities funds in educa- 
tion for the Mission, shall continue its role of monitoring 
and evaluating the projects in accordance with the contract, 
shall continue to provide technical assistance to the pro- 
ject and subcommittee as requested and necessary, and shall 
continue to provide a link to the representative of the 
SFUSD through the director of planning and the program 
specialist in education. This same linkage will be utilized 
to the MEPI and the subcommittee for education in the Citizen 
Participation Unit. 


Advisory Committee 


In order that the legitimate concerns of the citizens of the MNA 
are safeguarded and met in all those areas that relate to the 
Model Cities Program in education in the Mission, an advisory 
committee is hereby established in the following manner: 


1. The Advisory Committee shall be composed of 9 members: 


a) Three members composed of staff from the MNA to be 
appointed by SFUSD from a list submitted by SFUSD 
to the Education Committee. 


b) Six members composed of parents and at least one 
youth to be selected by the community committees. 


Committee members of the Citizen Participation Unit and 
Model Cities Council members cannot serve as members of 
the Advisory Committee. Members of the board of direc- 
tors and immediate staff (director and secretary) of the 
MEPI cannot serve as members of the Advisory Committee. 


2. Functions of the Advisory Committee: 


— The Advisory Committee shall assist the Education 
Subcommittee in developing and formulating 
education policy implemented by the MEPI and 
SFUSD . 


— The Advisory Committee shall safeguard the legiti- 


mate and valid interests of the MNA residents of 
the Mission regarding education. 
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— The Advisory Committee shall review and comment on 
evaluation studies being prepared and executed by 
the CDA evaluation staff. 


— The Advisory Committee shall draw together those 
community resources that will assist in resolving 
the problems of the educationally disadvantaged in 
the Mission. i 


— The Advisory Committee shall promote parent involve- 
ment in the decisionmaking process, and whenever 
possible in the projects themselves. 


— The Advisory Committee will make recommendations to 
the SFUSD and MEPI through the designated subcom- 
mittee representative. 


— The Advisory Committee shall hold monthly meetings 
open to the community at large. 


— Concerns of the Advisory Committee regarding the 
implementation of the programs by MEPI should be 
made through the chairperson of the Education Sub- 
committee and the director of the MEPI. 


VIII. FUNDING 


A) 


B) 


At the present time, all funds for this project are supplementary 


funds. 


Future Funding Strategies 


The program areas dealing with Tutorial, bilingual, COP are 
being investigated intensively by the MCA staff for matching 
federal and state funding for the next Action Year. 


Since a major part of the program deals with the area of 
reading and learning problems connected with it, we are 
looking into the various federally sponsored programs, 
such as the Right-to-Read Program, to match HUD supple- 
mental funds. 


IX. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 


A) 


MNA residents have an essential role in the Advisory Committee 
process in the various project areas and in the overall struc- 
ture of the MNA itself. 
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1. The Education Subcommittee is composed of parent groups, 
community organizations, and MNA residents, 


The Education Subcommittee makes recommendations and 
reports to the MMNCP Unit. 


2. The Education Advisory Committee is assured citizen 
participation through its composition. 


3. Citizen participation on the Subcommittee is recruited 
from parent groups in each of the Model Cities shcools, 
parents of students participating in the individual 
education program areas, and community organizations. 


B) Citizen participation will continue to reflect present Sub- 
committee planning efforts in various components of the 
POOIECT. 

1. To participate fully as neighborhood representatives in 
policy board meetings. 

2. To insure adequate lines between educational projects 
and other Model Cities programs operating in the Model 
Neihgborhood. 

, 3%. To initiate planning for new or revised programs for 
the Model Neighborhood. 

4. The tutorial program will continue to reflect the 
strong influence of parents. All shall have an in- 
put into the direction and design of the program 
together with that of the teachers. 

PARAPROFESSIONALS 

A) Parent Liaison 


The parent liaison worker shall primarily through home visit- 
ations and telephone calls disseminate information to parents 
of students/participants so that the parents will be better 
informed about the Mission Education Project and the school’ 
shall organize parent groups and committees on the school site 
for participation in this project; also the liaison will be 
responsible for time sheets of the tutors under his or her 
supervision. 
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B) 


is 


Parent Tutors 


Works with MNA children on an individual or small-group 
basis in order to diagnose learning problems and vo work 
with the children and their parents in overcoming these 
problems. 


Reports to on-site liaison worker and performs duties as 
assigned. 


Parerits of children in the programs should be selected 
from the MNA, 
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IMMEDIATE CPENING 
PROJECT DIRECTOR 
POSITIGN: PROJECT DIRSCTOR (ZLUCATICN PROJECTS ATMINISTRATCR 
COMPENSATION: €15,000/yeer 
CONTRACTING FERIOD: .FRESsnr JO eee 30, 1975, EXPECTED RENEWAL AT EN 
3 =~ OF Lute ied, CONTACTING ran tou . 
FUND Peo c  Lonet tween Oe. Sh 2 SCI SCO POD CLIT £eahCe. 
OFFICS OF Ths eee CONTRACT 
CONTRACTING AGENCY: MIS SION SDUCLTION PROJECTS, N : 
NQUIRIES : PPLICETICN. RESUMS. CE QUALIFICTIONS END EXPERIENCE SEOULD. . 
= DIRECT=D DEL: TELY Oe 
4, a -posrd of .Directors.-.« =: a 5 ws 
Mission Beucation Erojects, Ivc, 
. 2652 Harrison Street : 
San Francisco, California 94110 
EXPECTED CLOSING DATS :. RESUME APPLICATIO? SHOULD BES eben D Seo wre 
f OCTOBSH 21, 197s FORMAL FORM APPLICATICNs Coik ite 
FBLS ST THE REG Ves SDD SSS NAY 35 PREPS RSD ae io 
SUBMISSICN GR 2H INFORMAL Bassas AS fo TS. Sava 
CONVE N NISNCE Poa CENTS 
ap ges aNR phot here et sai 
The position of Project Director will provide : an _cpportunit y for 
“a creative indivicuel to demonstrate capebilities in administering on- 
going education projects in the Mission community ae Lo Cesier snc 
direct new projects which are exnected.to be initiated within the 
Director's broad discretion, .the, Director will be hired.by anc directly 
responsible to tne Board of Directors of the nonprofit corporeticn, 
Mission Education Projects, Inc., but, will be: exmected to work ¢ooper- 
atively. with reoresentatives of the Sen Francisco Unified School District 
and with the -C.D.A., San Francisco Model Cities.Acency, es well as 
community grouos, in fulfilling the objectives of a trivarty ecucetisn 
contract. The Director will be recnired to actively seek funcing from 
edditional public and crivate sources for sdditional education projects 
within the Mission community and particulerly the Mission Mocel Neizehcor- 
hood Ares. Further, the Director shall be responsible for suvervising 
the ongoing cperation o> the Mission Cultural end Equipment Center. 
Note: This is not a cemfortable 9-5 jebd opportunity. The success of 
the Mission Eaucation Prejects, Inc. programs and refunding «iii cepenc 
lergely on the effcrts of the Froject Director. 


_ ia 
cVBads Cp Sa Geeks iet se, — _ 


— 7 : 7 : tee : 
‘a - rm fs re 7 em - 7 - 
- an a 7 _ -* 
: a » 
* oa : al a 7 @ 7 AA 7 7 = 
a <a! - <o : 4 - Ta¢ é ; 7 7 
- nal oe a 
5 7 ee, es * | s - » i o — ss 
ae ~~ Thy + — : 
¢ . _) “ 
7 = — : ; am ; 
“8? an wwe 
-_ — 7 eo gx 
7 
+ 4 - oteas bana es 4 , - ea e > 
eMac WY) ar = PPP e: Patste H 
as “  e - = 7 . 
5S . : Ses ~ 7 ’ g v% et* >< 7 
7 wey + f Ale J > 43-Ehe1 
: Sp 13 7 io 
2 Lg ey on — cal bt ae, 6 AR ro Ve aan 
[7 =? Ti a a eo 
° = - ae | ro 
bad mee - 
: a . 
me) og ream a ee ee eae 
oh a) ze a . 
. [64.5 oe — : . 
- = 7 = ’ 


* oP : " 


bgp ert oy vay, Hea 


a . ors, = ey 


- man Jévtest . sete Ho 
ares 24, Gs bie} 


ate naan 


: mn : a a @7 ier : 
’ é. : ; : : - giktt 96s a s Mes dasatk3 a ‘ 
: . Tih ee eee Er pts¢ qlee? 
_ an ay; Me At _ ta $e@ 


bare’ Cfinriesn 
mi : Aertliercy 


a. 


Major Duties end Resvonsibilities: 


1. Handles the Mission Sducation Projects, Inc. 2cministrative 
paper work and progrem ang idd alias and also the prep2ration and 
submissicn of reports and administrative information. 


4+ Ne 
, 

re 

© }¥s 


onal and Federal levels, and 
ee 


w developing sources of funding 


3. Provices assistance 2nd advice to school rinistrators, Mission 
community ecucation committees and the sub-committee on ecucation 
[apes ms : Poa oS, ae. a sy pared si 
of the Yitizens frarticipnetion Committee of the Model Cities Agency; 
and, 2ssists in the resolution of specific iL ssion community problems 
arising in the area of education. ane 


4. Develops working contacts with the Mission Model ' Gus es Neighbor: 
; “hood school administrators, parents and stucents in order to formulate: 
eB aes & 
7. ‘solutions. to community concerns affecting the development and imple- 


=~ 


..m-ntation of all.projects involving Mission Pouce oLOn oe COve ces stme, 


S. Develops and maintains evaluation and 1 
“methods for all projects involving Mission. 
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6. Participates in Model Cities Agency program finance negotiations 
-. and program planning. Re, 


7. Supervises the management of the Mission Cultural and Equipment 
Sef 
Center at 2652 Harrison Street, 
8. Supervises staff personnel of Mission Education Projects, Inc. 
“g? Works with accountant at C.D. he, Ree Preict ed ieee) Cities Agency *° 
in prepereticn of scalaslaae excenci tures. 
ee ee 20; ee those: commun ty meetings | ne ecescary to” assist him in’ per-"* 
> = ~ forming his duties: ek eae ae = att 


11. Assumes other duties and responsibilities a 
Board of Directors of Mission: Education Projects, -Inc. 


’ Preferred Qualifications: °-° “8° id scalp hats eb aes 


1. Work experience in ecucaticn planning, teaching, and/or a 
closely related field, or an equivalent combinetion of education 
and experience. . 
2. Knowledge of education conditions and practices in San Francisco 
and educational delivery systems in the Mission community. 


i 3. Bai-lingsal, bi-cultural with working experience in the Mission 
Community, perticularly in ecucation. 


? 


lh. A resident of the Mission Community preferably the Mission 
Model Cities erence Area. 
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POSITION: 


NOTE 


COMPENSATION: 


CONTRACT PERIOD: 


FUNDING: 


CONTRACTING AGENCY: 


INQUIRIES: 
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IMMEDIATE OPENING 


COORDINATOR 


COORDINATOR FOR CULTURAL MATERIALS 
AND EQUIPMENT FOR EDUCATION PROJECTS 


POSITION MAY BE DIVIDED INTO. TWO 
POGITEONG. ON Ba 273. 1/3. SPLIT 


SSQ00/YEAR (12 months).1F POSITION. IS. SPLIT 
ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR A $6000/$3000 
SPLIT MAY BE AVAILABLE 


PRESENT TO JUNE. 30, 1975, EXPECTED RENEWAL 
AT END OF INITIAL CONTRACTING PERIOD 


POSITION FUNDED THROUGH A CONTRACT WITH 
THE SAN FRANCISCO MODEL CITIES AGENCY, 
OFP ICE} OF) THE. MAYOR. 


MISSION EDUCATION PROJECTS, INC. 


APPLICATION RESUME OF QUALIFICATIONS AND 


EAPERIENCE SHOULD BE DIRECTED IMMEDIATELY 
AMO}S 


Board of PDirectors 

Missions Education Projects, Inc. 
2652 Harrison Street 

San* Francisco,» California. 94110) 


EXPECTED CLOSING DATE: RESUME APPLICATION SHOULD BE SUBMITTED 


ee 


ee ee ee 


BEFORE fed. 3,/975 FORMAL FORM 
APPLICATIONS OBTAINABLE AT THE ABOVE 
ADDRESS MAY BE PREPARED AFTER SUBMISSION 
OF AN INFORMAL RESUME AS A TIME SAVING 
CONVENIENCE TO APPLICANTS. 


me ee ee ee ee ee OO OE ES ee ee eee 


The position of Coordinator will provide an opportunity for one or 
more persons to demonstrate their creative capabilities in developing 
the role of a community based cultural center to serve the Mission 
community residents, particularly in the field of education. The 
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Coordinator page 2 


Coordinator will manage the Mission Cultural and Equipment Center at 
2652 Harrison Street under minimal supervision from 
projects director. ” The Coordinator will be resnoné 
and return of materials and equipment from the Center to schools and 
other groups or organizations, particularly those involved in education. 
The coordinator shall actively make contacts with teachers ane 
administrators in schools serving Mission Neighborhood Area (MNA) 
Children, particularly in ESL and bi-lingual programs, to determine 

the needs not only for materials and equipment necessary to enrich a 
multicultural experience, but for the nature of technical and community 


assistance required to make the multicultural learning experience a 
success. 


an overall education 
ible for the lending 


LE the position 16 split).it is contemplated one principal coordinator 
Shall work at least the reqular hours of 9 a.m. - 3 p.m. and the 
secondary coordinator shall work at least the Crequber neurs-cr 2pm -= 

2 pem. The principal coordinator shall have the primary responsibilities 
and supervision of the program. Preferably if the POSition 1S split, 

the coordinators shall be of different ethnic backaround in order that 
cultural base of the Cultural Center can be expanded. 


Major Duties and Responsibilities: 


ee ee ee es ee ee ee 


1. Manages the Mission Cultural and Equipment Center. 


2. Cordinates the inventory, lending and returning of materials 
and equipment from the Center. 


3. Actively initiates contacts with teachers and administrators 
in schools serving MNA children to determine their needs for 
materials, equipment: and assistance. 


4. Expands the materials available at the Center to include 
materials relating to additional ethnic cultures. 


5. Provides assistance to community individuals and organizations 
in the resolution of community needs or problems from the 
resources available through the Cultural Center. 


6. Assists the Projects Director in administering Mission 


Fducation Projects, Inc. program and designing and funding 
new programs. 


7. Under the direction of the Project Director, coordinates the 
work study proagram. 


8. Attends those community meetings necessary to assist him in 
performing his duties. 
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page 3 


Assumes other duties and responsibilities as asSianed by 
the Board of Directors of Mission Education Projects, Inc. 


me ee es es ee ce ee ee 


Work experience or education in administration and education 


or strong interest in ethnic cultural matters at they relate 
to community education. 


Ability and desire to work with others in developing a unified 


effort to improve education for all residents of the Mission 
community. 


Some knowledge of education conditions in the Mission community. 


Bi-lingual, bi-cultural with working experience in the Mission 
community, particularly in education or multicultural matters. 


A resident of the Mission community, preferably the Mission 
Model Neighborhood Area. . 
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IMMEDIATE OPENING 


ADMINISTRATIVE — SECRETARY 


POSITION: Administrative Secretary 
COMPENSATION: $7,900/YEAR (12 Months) 
CONTRACT PERIOD Present to June 30, 1975, expected renewal 


at end of initial contracting period 


FUNDING: Position funded through a contract with 
the San Francisco Model Cities Agency, 
Office of the Mayor 


CONTRACTING AGENCY: Mission Education Projects, Inc. 

INQUIRIES: Application Resume of Qualifications and 
Experience should be directed immediately 
ta: 


Board of Directors 

Mission Education Projects, Inc. 
2652 Harrison Street 

San Francisco, California 94110 


EXPECTED CLOSING DATE: Resume appiication should be submitted before 
October 28, 1974; formal form applications 
obtainable at the above address may be pre- 
pared after submission of all informal resumes 
as a time-saving convenience to applicants. 


BRIEF DESCRIPTION: 


The position of Administrative Secretary will provide an opportunity for a 
person having both secretarial and administrative skills to participate 

in the operation of numerous education projects in the Mission community. 
The ultimate task of coordinating and typing reports, letters, and other 
paperwork of Mission Education Projcts, Inc., and its administrative 
staff, will befall the administrative secretary. However, it is expected 
that this position be filled by a person who will take an active part in 
the decisionmaking and administration of the education projects. 
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Major Duties: 


iz 


Responsible for coordinating scheduling and typing administrative 
paper work of Mission Education Projects, Inc. under the direction 
and supervision of the Project Director. 


Assists in the development of programs, with particular attention 
to administrative procedures to insure the smooth operation of all 
projects. 


Supervises assisting personnel from work study and other programs 
assigned to Mission Education Projects, Inc. 


Manages the Cultural and Equipment Center in the absence of the 
project director and the coordinator. 


Attends those community meetings necessary to assist in the perfor- 
mance of the job position. 


Assumes other duties and responsibilities as assigned by the 
project director or the board of directors of the Mission Education 
Projects, Inc. 


Perferred Qualifications: 


i 


cs 


Exceptional secretarial and administrative skills. 


Bilingual, bicultural. preferably with working experience 
the Mission community. 


A resident of the Mission Community preferabiy the Mission Model 


Cities Neighborhood Area. 
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